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Current Topics. 


The Lord Chief Justice, 
Ir wAs stated on Thursday that Lord ALVERSTONE had passed 
a good night and was a little better. 


The New Law-Lord. 

THE APPOINTMENT of Mr. Justice Parker to fill the seat 
vacated by the death of Lord Macnaaaten will receive 
general approval in the legal world. It was, indeed, thought 
possible that a Chancery judge of senior standing might be 
appointed, or that the Master of the Rolls might accept the quiet 
dignity of a law-lord in place of his present busy office ; but 
while either of these alternatives would have been equally 
worthy of approval, the actual appointment made has much in its 
favour. Of all our living judges, Mr, Justice PARKER is the one 
who most resembles his great predecessor alike in the literary 
elegance of his judgments and in their high reputation for deep 
insight into legal principles. His judgments have a scholarly 
precision, a brilliancy, and a charm which are not to be found 
in those of his possible rivals ; they are, moreover, often bold and 
original in a fashion that has almost died out among Chancery 
judges. As a rule, judges who reach the bench after some 
years spent in the trammels of Treasury office are apt to be sound 
men of business rather than subtle lawyers or profound jurists. 
The freedom from such trammels which Mr. Justice PARKER has 
always displayed is possibly due to the fact that he received the 
office of junior counsel to the Treasury early in his career, and 
did not hold it too long. There is just one criticism of the new 
law-lord we would venture to make, and that is concerned with 
the length of his reported judgments ; he is a little too fond of 
setting out exhaustively a treatise on the law at issue whenever 
he has an important point to decide. In the House of Lords 
lengthy judgments are out of place ; there are so many judges 
that if each delivers his legal message at full length, appeal cases 
grow unduly bulky. But the judgmentsof Mr. Justice PARKER have 
been so excellent that we could forgive him for greater prolixity 
than he has, in fact, shewn. 
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Tne New Chancery Judge. 

Mr. Justice SARGANT, who receives the Chancery judgeship 
which Mr. Justice PARKER vacates, must be congratulated on his 
rapid promotion to the bench ; it seems only the other day that 
he succeeded the late Mr. LAWRENCE as junior equity counsel 
to the Treasury. A sound and careful lawyer, as well as an 
extremely efficient man of business, and a model of professional 
courtesy, the new judge is admirably fitted to discharge 
the duties, very largely administrative, of a judge in the 
Chancery Division. Since the days of Charles Dickens, the 
Chancery Court has greatly improved from the standpoint of 
speedy administration of assets, but even yet there is always 
the danger that the mills of justice, when they grind in chancery, 
will grind not quickly, but “exceeding small.” What is chiefly 
desirable is that accounts and inquiries should not be allowed 
to drag out to an interminable length, and a Chancery judge 
should maintain a constant and effective control of chamber 
work. In this respect the appointment is likely to be a success. 
But without at all detracting from our appreciation of Mr. Justice 
SARGANT’S qualifications, we deprecate the modern tendency 
to make the office of junior treasury counsel one of the chiof 
avenues to the bench ; out of six equity judges, two have held 
the oftice—a proportion which bids fair to become normal. It 
is open to objection on two accounts: in the first place, it 
substantially increases the official element on the bench, by 
giving, as of a right, a seat there to one who is essentially 
a public officer accustomed to appear for the Government; in 
the second place, it diminishes the amount of promotion— 
already very slight—that is available for the many brilliant and 
able men who have taken silk on the Chancery side. No rule 
should fetter the appointment of the man with the best qualifi- 
cations at the time of the vacancy. 


The Lumsden Case. 

A Goop deal has been heard in Parliament of. Lumsden v. 
Inland Revenue Commissioners, decided by Horriper, J., on the 
13th of January. The report of the case in the current Law 
Reports (1913, 1 K. B. 346) makes it possible to follow the exact 
figures, and we think it shews that, on the language of sections 2 
and 25 of the Finance Act, 1910, the result was inevitable. We 
have tc go to the series of values which the draftsman of the Act 
introduced while it was passing through Parliament. In the 
present case tbere was a gross value (G) of £658. The divested 
site value—or full site value (F)—was £228. There was tithe 
rent-charge capitalized at £33, so that the total value (T) was 
£658 — £33, or £625. There had been capital expenditure on 
the land, £90. Thus, to arrive at original site value, it was 
necessary to take T and ceduct both G-F and also £90, i.c., 
to deduct £430 and £90, or £520, from £625, leaving 
£105. The premises—a house and shop—were sold in 
August, 1910, for £750. It was agreed that the full site 
value remained the same—£228 ; but section 2 states how 
increment value on the occasion of a sale is to be ascertained. 
Instead of taking total value we now take the consideration on 
the sale—£750—and make the same deductions as were 
previously made from total value. These amount to £520, so that 
the new site value is £230. There is thus an increase of £125 
on the original site value, although it is admitted that there is no 
increase in the actual site value. The obvious result is that the 
I. V. D. on £125, which is thus payable, is not a duty on incre- 
ment in site value at all, but a claim to share in the profit which 
the vendor made on the sale of the property. On behalf of the 
vendor an attempt was made to avoid this result by rearranging 
the figures under section 25, so as to make them depend on the 
actual sale price ; but the words of the Act are too clear for this 
to be done. There seems to be no escape from the figures set 
out above, which Horrineg, J., held to be correct. The obvious 


criticism is that the Finance Act, owing to the way in which the | 


various values are defined and used, not only taxes increment 
on site value, which was supposed to be the principle of che 
measure, but also profits on sales of house property ; and the 
question arises why such profits should be taxed, while special 
profits on other sales—such, for instance, as stocks and shares— 
are exempt. 





The Tests of Warranty. 

Ir 1s frequently a difficult matter to determine whether a 
statement made with respect to the subject-matter of a contract 
operates merely as a representation or as a warranty. If the 
statement is erroneous, and is made either fraudulently or reck- 
lessly, it will be the ground of an action of deceit. If, though 
erroneous, it is innocent, it cannot, since Peek v. Derry (14 App. 
Cas. 337), be the ground of an action to recover pecuniary com- 
pensation, though under appropriate circumstances it may give a 
claim to rescission. The only way of recovering damages is to 
treat the statement as a warranty, and on this point the recent 
decision of the House of Lords, and in particular the judgment 
of Lord Mouton, in Heilbut, Symons & Co. v. Buckleton (1913, 
A. C. 30), furnishes useful guidance. It has been laid down from 
early times that the question of warranty is one of 
intention. “It was,” said Buiter, J., in Pasley y, 
Freeman (3 T. R. 51), “rightly held by Hott, C.J., in 
Crosse v. Gardner (Car. 90) and Medina v. Stoughton (Salk. 
210), and has been uniformly adopted ever since, that an 
affirmation at the time of sale is a warranty, provided it appeurs 
on evidence to have been so intended.” The matter being thus 
one of intention, it was said by the Court of Appeal, in De Lassalle 
v. Guildford (1901, 2 K. B, 215, at p. 221), that “in determining 
whether it was so intended, a decisive test is whether the vendor 
assumes to assert a fact of which the buyer is ignorant, or 
merely states an opinion or judgment upon a matter of which 
the vendor has no special knowledge, and on which the buyer may 
be expected also to have an opinion and to exercise his judg- 
ment.” 


The Rule in De Lassalle v. Guildford Questioned. 

To THE passage just cited from De Lassalle v. Gui/dford (supra) 
Lord Mou.Ton takes exception in Heilbut, Symons & Co. v. Buckleton 
(supra), and it cannot in future be regarded as a correct statement 
of the law. The relative knowledge of the vendor and the 
buyer cannot be a “decisive test,” since the intention of the 
parties must be judged by the whole of the evidence. In Le 
Lassalle v. Guildford a statement as to drainage made on the let- 
ting of a house was held to be a warranty, and the case has been 
accepted as a kind of charter for lessees ; but the mere statement 
of the intending lessor as to conditions of drainage which he 
should know, and of which the tenant is frequently ignorant, is 
not enough. There should either be a distinct assertion that the 
statement is made as a warranty, or, at any rate, there must be 
nothing to rebut the presumption of warranty which under such 
circumstances may arise. In Heilbut, Symons & Co. v. Buckleton 
(supra) the alleged warranty was in connection with a sale of 
shares, but the House of Lords, reversing the Court of Appeal, 
who had: affirmed Lusu, J., held that it did not exist. The 
shares were shares of a rubber and produce company, and a 
statement had been made that they were shares of a “rubber 
company.” The jury found that it could not properly be 
described as a rubber company—a finding which was very doubt- 
ful—and also that the defendants (the appellants in the House 
of Lords) had warranted that it was a rubber company. But 
the House of Lords held that there was no evidence of warranty 
to go to the jury, and accordingly the judgment entered on the 
finding of warranty was wrong. The respondent really took 
the shares in reliance on the business reputation of the appellants, 
and this was not impugned, though, in fact, the deal turned out 
badly. 


The Apportionment of the Increased Licence 
Duties. 

SoME WEEKS ago the question of the construction of section 2 
of the Finance Act, 1912, was discussed both by our correspon- 
dents and ourselves. A good deal of difference of opinion was 
shewn, the main points being whether the apportionment of the 
increase in the licence duties was to be made between the original 
lessor and lessee only, or between their successors in title as well ; 
whether the premium paid on the granting of the lease was to be 
taken into account in the fixing of the annual value to the 
lessor ; how the proportion of the duty payable by the lessor was 
to be ascertained ; and whether an intermediate lessor could 
pass on the burden or any part of it to his superior lessor. A 
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useful decision involving several of these points was given 
by Judge SELFE, in the Marylebone County Court, on the 25th 
of February, in a case of Norris v. Lock, and it appears to sup- 
port the views we expressed when discussing the matter (anie, 
p. 140). The report at present available does not enable 
us to follow tho figures with accuracy, but we gather that 
substantially the case was as follows: A lease of a public-house 
—the “Ordnance Arms,” St. John’s Wood-—-was granted by 
Lock to X in 1879 for fifty-five years at a rent of £155 and a 
premium of £7,400. Part of the premises was sub-let as 
stabling at £45 net, the present net rental being £49 14s.—say 
£50. Deducting this from £155 there remains for the public- 
house a rent of £105 and premium of £7,400. X assigned the 
lease to Norris. The rental value of the premises unlicensed 
was £65, apart from the stables, both at the granting of the 
lease and at the present time. The old licence duty was £30, 
the new duty £77 10s., the increase being thus £47 10s. Upon 
these facts the learned judge held (1) that “lessee” in the 
section was not to be restricted to the original lessee, but 
included an assignee—hence Norris was entitle 1 to contribution 
from Lock ; (2) that the premium was to be taken into account 
in making the apportionment ; (3) that the value of the premises 
as unlicensed must be taken at the present time—under the 
circumstances this was not material, but it might be important in 
other cases ; and (4) that Lock must pay “such a proportion of the 
increased duty as the increased rental received by him bore to 
the whole rental.” The expressions “increased duty” and 
“increased rental” should strictly be “increase in duty” and 
“increase in rent.” If, now, the premium of £7,400 is spread 
over fifty-five years, it becomes an annual rent of £135, giving, 
with the actual rent of £105, an effective rent of £240, and since 
the unlicensed rent was £65, the increase in rent was £175. Thus, 
the landlord should bear such proportion of £47 10s. as £175 
bears to £240. This would be about £35. The amount claimed 
was £41 7s. 3d. and judgment seems to have been given for 
this amount, though Judge SeLre is reported to have said that 
the amount could be adjusted. For this reason we said above 
that we could not follow the figures with accuracy, but, so far 
as we can gather, the views which we have expressed were 
adopted. It still remains to be seen whether “ grantor” includes 
the owner of the reversion for the time being—but we have 
little doubt that it does—and whether an intermediate lessor can 
pass any part of the burden on to the superior lessor. 


Implied Right of Arbitrator to Remuneration. 


THE ScotrisH case of Macintyre Brothers v. Smith (50 Se. L. R. 
261) is of general interest, as it relates to the implied promise to 
pay an arbitrator a reasonable compensation for his services. 
The plaintiffs had entered into a written agreement with the 
defendant to purchase his whole interest in a limestone quarry 
for £4,000, and the agreement provided that differences should 
be referred to a named arbitrator. Differences arose, and the 
parties requested Mr. Cook, writer, Glasgow, to decide them. 
Mr. Cook accepted the office, and after the usual procedure 
issued a finding in favour of the plaintiffs, who took up the award, 
and paid the arbitrator the sum of sixty guineas as remunera- 
tion. They then called on the defendant to repay them one half 
of the arbitrator's fee, but he refused on the ground that, as no 
remuneration had been stipulated for, the arbitrator must be 
presumed to have acted gratuitously. The defendant did not 
aver on the record, nor did his counsel state in argument, that 
he expected the arbitrator to act gratuitously, or that the fee 
fixed was unreasonable. He relied solely on the want of legal 
obligation to pay any fee in the absence of express stipulation. 
The court (Lords KINNEAR, DUNDAS, and MACKENZIE), while 
admitting that a rule hai been recognized in the law by which 
an arbitrator was debarred from claiming remuneration for which 
he had not stipulated in terms, beld that this general rule was 
not so absolute as formerly. It was Jaid down at the time when 
arbitrations were not so common as they are now, and it was 
assumed that the arbitrator intervened as a friend. Now, 
however, it was recognized that arbitration called for the exer- 
cise of professional skill and experience, and there was no reason 
W suppose that the arbitrator was invited to act gratuitously. 





Hence, the question of payment was to be solved by the ordinary 
custom and understanding of business men. And the court 
considered that the rule must now be assumed to be that a 
professional man undertaking the duties of an arbitrator was 
entitled, in the absence of any agreement to the contrary, to be 
remunerated for his services as arbitrator in the same way as 
whén he acted in any other professional capacity. They accord- 
ingly beld that he was entitled to remuneration, and that the 
defender, as one of the parties to the arbitration, was liable for 
one-half. This decision is in accordance with the view recently 
expressed by English courts (see 46 SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 158), 
and may be taken to represent the law. 


Implied Promises to Pay. 

IT Is not always easy to apply in practice, when the circum- 
stances are novel, even a well-settled and obvious rule of law. 
An illustration of the difficulty which sometimes arises in 
attempting to do so may be found in the recent case of Brown 
v. Mackenzie (Times, February 23rd), before Mr. Justice LusH. 
The plaintiff, on the 20th of October, 1905, when the defendant 
was in America, had cabled to the latter from London a Joan of 
250 dollars. In June, 1906, the defendant wrote making 
excuses for his delay in repayment, and the plaintiff heard from 
him no more until the 11th of October, 1912. On that date he 
received a letter from defendant which (so far as material) was 
in these words: “‘I do not forget, old friend, the debt I owe 
you, and which I do wish I could wipe out. Why, it must be 
at least six years since you cabled me promptly the help I 
then needed.” The plaintiff sued for the money lent, relying 
on these words to bar the operation of the Statute of 
Limitations. Now the statute, of course, is barred for a fresh 
period of six years by either (1) an acknowledgment of 
the debt, or (2) payment on account. The reason is that 
either of these implies a promise to pay, and the past con- 
sideration is allowed to support this new promise so as to 
make it actionable. But, like other promises on which the 
“cages endeavours to found a contractual obligation, it must 

e absolute and unconditional, and, in practice it is not 


always easy to say whether the terms of an acknowledgment 


are such as to bar the statute or not. The leading cases 
which lay down the rule in the two contrasted positions—that 
in which the acknowledgment is, and that in which it is not, a 
bar—are Cooper v. Kendall (1909, 1 K. B. 405) and Tanner v. 
Smart (5 B. & C. 603). In the former case it was recognized 
that an unconditional acknowledgment of the debt implies a 
promise to pay which bars the statute, but in giving judg- 
ment the Master of the Rolls went on to say that this 
result was not affected or excluded by the fact that the debtor 
says that he is unable to pay the debt. On the other hand, 
in the older case of Tanner v. Smart (supra), where the 
words were, “I cannot pay the debt at present, but I will pay 
as soon as I can,” it was held that the acknowledgment was 
not unconditional and equivocal; the promise implied 
in the words used was expressly made conditional on 
the defendant’s attaining a position in which he would be 
able to pay. It might seem, at first sight, as if the case on 
which we are commenting was quite undistinguishable from 
Tanner v. Smart, and we fancy that most judges would have 
refused to distinguish it. Mr. Justice Lusu, however, drew 
attention to the words “the debt I owe you,” which do not 
appear in Tanner v. Smart, and held that the statement, “I owe 
you,” necessarily implies an absolute promise to pay—an honest 
man intends to pay what he owes. This is ingenious, but is 
open to the criticism that the words “I owe you” are really 
surplusage. They add nothing to “debt.” 


Pigeons Without an Owner. 

THE ZEAL of our metropolitan police led recently to the 
appearance before the magistrate at Westminster, of a market 
porter charged with having in his possession two live pigeons 
which had been unlawfully obtained. The birds were said to 
have been caught by the accused near certain buildings, a few 
handfuls of maize bringing down a tame flock of the birds from 
the roofs. The defence was that the birds were unowned street 
pigeons, and belonged to no one in particular, Pigeons, as is 
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well known, may be the subject of larceny, notwithstanding that 
they have free access to the open air, if they are tame and 
unclaimed, and return to their house or box. But, to support 
the charge under consideration, it was necessary to shew that 
the pigeons had an owner, and the proprietors of the buildings 
to which they resorted disclaimed any ownership of the birds. 
The defendant was therefore discharged with a caution. Pigeons 
living under similar circumstances are to be found in many parts 
of London, and complaints are often made that they are killed or 
injured by mischievous persons in pure wantonness. But in the 
absence of proof that they have been more or less domesticated, 
so as to serve some purpose for the use of man, our statute law 
appears to have provided no remedy for this ill-treatment. 


Equity Cases in the House of Lords. 

THE APPOINTMENT of a successor to the late Lord Mac 
NAGHTEN will relieve the anxiety of those who, for some years 
past, have complained of the weakness of the House of Lords in 
judges who are familiar with the law and practice of the Chancery 
Division. We should be well pleased if the House could be 
strengthened by more than one peer of the learning and experi- 
ence of Lord MACNAGHTEN ; but a reference to the last few 
volumes of the Appeal Cases will shew that the appeals turning 
on the principles and practice of courts of equity form a very 
smal] proportion of those which come before the House of Lords 
and Privy Council. A few passing-off and mortgage cases are 
contrasted with a long list of cases relating to the law of 
employers and workmen and negligence, cases relating to the 
sale of goods and damages, and cases relating to shipping and 
mercantile law. A more urgent need is possibly that of judges 
conversant with Indian law. The number of Indian appeals is 
considerable, and the late Lord MACNAGHTEN was considered to 
be the only member of the House who was qualified by experi- 
ence for the investigation of the strange and difficult questions 
which concern our fellow-subjects in the East. 








Presumption of Dependency. 


Tue Workmen's Compensation Act, 1906, is a short statute 
consisting only of seventeen sections, of which the last four are 
purely procedural or supplementary, relating to such matters as 
the area to which the Act applies, pending provisions, date of 
commencement, and short title. The remaining thirteen opera- 
tive sections are far from lengthy ; yet probably no statute ever 
has occasioned so many appeals on questions of pure law. Four 
times a year the Court of Appeal spends a fortnight in disposing 
rapidly of these appeals, and last year they occupied nearly eighty 
columns of digest in the Current Index to the Law Reports. 
Nor are the points which arise under the statute in the least 
superficial, as might be expected from an Act dealing with a 
very simple and commonplace class of contracts, those of service. 
On the contrary, some of the most subtle questions that can 
arise out of the common Jaw have been elucidated in the course 
of decisions under the Act. Thus, the distinction between a 
contract of employment and one of work and labour—i.c., between 
locatio operarum and conductio rei operandae, or locatio operis, have 
been ably discussed in a series of cases, of which the most interest- 
ing is Simmons v. Heath Laundry Co, (1910, 1 K. B. 543); the 
difference between cavsa prorima, causa and causa 
sine qua non was pointed out in Clover, Clayton & Co. v. Hughes 
(1910, A. C, 242), where Lord Lorepurn said that the first of 
the trio is the “cause ” in actions on policies of insurance, but the 
last of the three in statutory actions under the Act; and the 
meaning of Jtes ipsa loquitur has become much clearer as the result 
of a series of unsuccessful attempts to press it into service as a 
means of discharging the onus of proof which rests upon a 
deceased workman's representatives. 
One of the most interesting of the quacstiones vexatae which 
the statute has furnished for our tribunals has been in connection 
with the so-called “ presumption of fact” in the case of depend- 
ency. By virtue of section 1 (1) and Schedule | (1), whare a 
workman is killed as the result of an accident arising “out of ” 


CAUSANS, 


entitled to compensation from his employers. Their rights are 
independent rights of action, not claims made by them as repre- 
sentatives of the deceased, and hence they are not bound or 
estopped from putting forward their claim by anything done by him 
in bis lifetime: Williams v. Vaurhall Colliery Co. (Limited ) (1907, 
2 K. B. 433). But, curiously enough, notwithstanding this 
absence of identification between their rights and his, it is now 
finally decided that the claim of any dependant to recover com- 
pensation as such is immediately and directly conditioned by the 
actual conduct of the deceased towards him or her, and is 
forfeited if the dead workman in fact never fulfilled his legal 
obligations of maintaining the dependant : New Monckton Collieries 
v. Keeling (1911, A. C. 648). For a long time there was a curious 
conflict on this point between the English Court of Appeal and 
its Scottish counterpart, the Inner House of the Court of Session. 
The English courts endeavoured to set up a so-called presumption 
of dependency whenever there existed a legal or even a moral 
duty of the deceased to maintain any member of the class who, 
in section 13 of the statute, are defined as “‘ dependants” : Keeling v. 
New Monckton Collieries (1911, 1 K. B. 250). The Scottish courts, 
on the contrary, held that in every case the question of 
dependency is a pure question of inference from the facts, to be 
decided without regard to any legal presumption whatsoever : 
Briggs v. Mitchell (1911, 4 B. W.C. C. 400), Finally the Scottish 
rule was held to be correct by the House of Lords upon appeal 
to them in Keeling’s Case (supra) ; but it was restated in a some- 
what modified form. The legal obligation of the deceased, it 
was held, creates of itself no presumption of dependency : but it 
is evidence which assists in arriving at a conclusion on the 
Guistion of fact as to whether he did maintain the allegel 
dependant. The existence of such a legal obligation, the 
probability that it will be voluntarily performed, and the likeli- 
hood that proceedings would have been taken to enforce it had the 
deceased survived—all these are factors to be weighed together 
in deciding, as a pure inference of fact, whether or not there 
was in reality actual dependency (iid.). 

The doctrine, however, has been worked out in a rather 
different way in the case of different classes of persons 
related to the deceased. “Dependants,” runs the definition 
in section 13, “*mean such of the members of the workman's 


family as were wholly or in part dependent upon the 
earnings of the workman at the time of his death, or 
would, but for the incapacity due to the accident, 


have been so dependent, and where the workman, being 
the parent or grandparent of an illegitimate child, leaves 
such a child so dependent upon his earnings, or being 
an illegitimate child, leaves a parent or grandparent 
so dependent upon his earnings, shall include such an 
illegitimate child and parent or grandparent respectively.” 
As the result of this lengthy, involved and cumbrous definition, 
five special cases have come before the courts, in which fairly 
definite rules have been laid down to ascertain the existence of 
“dependency.” ‘Lhese cases are those of a wife ; of the parents 
of the deceased ; of his legitimate children ; of his illegitimate 
children ; and of posthumous children (legitimate and illegitimate). 
The principle is the same in the case of grandparents and of 
grandchildren as in that of parents or children. 

in the first case, that of a surviving wife, quite a number of 
decisions exist in which the supposed presumption of dependency, 
based on the legal obligation, was pushed to extremes. Thus 
the presumption was held to exist in her case, notwithstanding 
desertion of long-standing by the husband (Williams v. Ocean 
Coal Co. (Limited), 1907, 2 K. B. 422); even the fact that for 
twenty years he had not contributed to her maintenance, was 
held to be no rebuttal of it (Keeling’s Case, supra). Again, where 
the wife had lived apart from her husband without fault on bis 
side, and had been supported by friends, it was held that she 
was still dependent : Coulthard v. Consett Iron Co. (1905, 2 K. B. 
869). The same rule applied where she was an inmate of 4 
workhouse or of a lunatic asylum : Kelly v. Hopkins (1908, 2 LB. 
84). Even where a wife left her husband and had refused to 
return to him, no matrimonial fault being alleged against him, 
her presumption of dependency would apparently have been 





and “in the course of his employment,” his “dependants” are 
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the Hceuse of Lords had, in the meantime, overruled the 
whole doctrine: Polled vy. Great Northern Railway Co. (5 B. W. 
C.C. 115). Indeed, until the decision of Keeling’s Case in the 
House of Lords, it seemed as if in England the dependency of a 
wife could never be rebutted except by proof of adultery on her 
part, which discharges the husband’s duty to. maintain her 
(Married Women’s (Summary Jurisdiction) Act, 1895), or the 
existence of a judicial separation in which no order for alimony 
was inserted. But Aveling’s Case has now overruled this extra- 
ordinary interpretation of the husband's legal obligation, and 
has resulted in the enunciation of the modified rule, explained 
above, which makes the existence of the legal duty only one 
fact to be weighed along with others. 

An almost equally artificial rule threatened to grow up where 
a parent was partly assisted by the earnings of a deceased child. 
Wherever the child made any contribution t» the family fund, 
it seemed to follow, from the decision in Main Colliery Co. v. Davies 
(1910, A. C. 360), that the head of the household was a 
dependant upon him. Thus in Hall v. Tamworth Colliery Co. 
(1911, 1 K. B. 341), the Court of Appeal had to consider the 
award of an arbitrator in the following circumstances. A boy 
earned 6s. lid. a week, which he contributed to the family 
fund ; in addition he assisted his father during bis leisure hours 
in his business as a barber. The arbitrator refused to regard 
the father as a dependant, because the boy’s keep cost more 
than his contributions to the family fund amounted to. But 
this decision the Court of Appeal overruled, on the ground that 
dependency existed to the extent of the boy’s earnings ; the cost 
of his keep was irrelevant. The practical result of this artificial 
rule would have been to make the death of a wage-earning child 
by a statutory accident a pure gain to his parents, since the 
latter would get compensation for the loss of his family 
contributions, and would escape the countervailing liability 
to maintain him. ‘This curiously artificial doctrine, how- 
ever, after lasting nearly ten years, was disapproved of 
by the House of Lords: Tamworth Colliery Co. v. Hall 
(1911, 55 Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL, 615). The presumption that 
a parent is dependent on the contributions of a child who 
lives with his family was overruled, and the common-sense rule 
was laid down that such contributions must be weighed against 
the keep of the child ; if, on the balance, the contributions exceed 
the cost of maintenance, then dependency exists, but not 
otherwise. 

The third and fourth cases, those of legitimate and illegitimate 
children, have occasioned the courts less difficulty. The rule of 
law that a father is bound to maintain his legitimate children 
is not an absolute rule, as is the corresponding obligation of a 
husband to support his wife ; it exists only if the children have 
no propesty of their own, or are unable to earn their livelihood, 
or are too young to do so. Hence, no presumption based on the 
mere fact of legal obligation has been suggested in their case, when 
the parent had never, in fact, maintained them. But formerly, 
where the children were supported by their mother who lived 


putative father had an intention of maintaining him. , This can be 
presumed from a promise to marry the mother, proved by proper 
legal evidence, such as the publication of the banns : Orell Colliery 
Co. v. Schofield (1909, A. C. 432). But in the absence of clear 
evidence, no such intention is presumed. The mere existence of 
the legal or moral obligation is not even admitted to be evidence 
of any such intention, because—as Lord Justice HAMILTON put 
it—men usually intend to maintain their legitimate children, but 
have no such intention as regards their bastards: /Vard’s Case 
(ante, p. 301). The judgment of the learned Lord Justice in the 
last-named case may be quoted, indeed, as an instructive exposi- 
tion of the whole legal rule on this question of dependency. 








Reviews. 


Magistrates’ Practice. 


THE Mactstrate’s GENERAL Practice. Bring A ComMPENDIUM 

OF THE LAW AND PRactTICE RELATING TO MATTERS OccUPYING 

THE ATTENTION OF CoURTS OF SUMMARY JURISDICTION, PENALTIES 

ON SUMMARY CONVICTIONS, MAGISTRATES’ CALENDAR, &cC. WITH 

AN APPENDIX OF Statutes, RuLes AND Forms. TentTH EDITION 

3y CHartes Mitner Atkinson, M.A., and LL.M. (Cantab.) 

Stipendiary Magistrate for the City of Leeds. Stevens & Sons 

(Limited) ; Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 20s. 

This useful work does for magisterial practice what the other 
annual books do for the Supreme Court and the county courts. A 
special feature in the present issue is the incorporation of the Shops 
Act, 1912, and the regulations made under it,and the Criminal Law 
Amendment Act, 1912. The provisions of this and the earlier Acts 
of the same nature from 1885 are clearly stated at pp. 394 et seq., and 
similar treatment is given to the Cruelty to Animals Acts. After an 
introductory chapter the book deals in detail with the commencment 
of proceedings and procuring the attendance of persons charged ; and 
with the forms of procedure for different classes of offences. The 
printing and style of the book make it very convenient to use. 





Local Government Elections. 


THe Statutes AND Locan GovERNMENT BoAaRD ORDERS 
RELATING TO ELectTions or Quarprans, Rurat District 
CounciLtors, Parish Councrttors, AND UrsBan District 
CouNCILLORS OF ENGLAND AND WALES. TOGETHER WITH CRoss- 
REFERENCES AND INDEX. By Harry Bartow, Barrister-at-Law. 
Hadden, Best & Co. 10s. 

The basis of this work is the Local Government Act, 1894, and the 
plan adopted is to give the various sections of this Act relating to 
elections, and to mark them by marginal indications so that the 
applicability of the provision to any particular election may be seen 
ata glance. And by means of humerous cross-references the reader 
can readily obtain all the necessary information. In this way 





the book forms a useful summary of the law relating to local 
government elections, and will no doubt be of great assistance to 
returning officers, candidates, and election agents. It does not pro- 
fess to deal with the various difficulties which may arise in the 








apart from her husband, her right to legal maintenance was 
imputed to them. This doctrine, however, has been overruled. 
(Lee v. Owners of the Ship “ Bessie,” 1912, 1 K. B. 83) ; the doctrine 
in Keeling’: Case, that the whole question is an inference of fact, 
now applies to the case of children as well as wives. In the 
case of illegitimate children, this principle also applies ; but a legal 
presumption of dependency appears to arise in every case in 
which a mother has obtained a bastardy order against the father, 
even although no evidence is offered to shew that she, in fact, 
spent the alimony on the child : Bowhill Coal Co. v. Neish (1908, 
2 B. W. C. C. 253). 

The last case, that of posthumous children, has led to the 
creation of two totally different rules as regards legitimate 
and illegitimate children respectively. As to the former, the 
rule is simple. The principle, that a child en ventre sa ‘mére is 
presumed to be living when such presumption is for his benefit 
(Villar v. Gilbey, 1907, A. C. 139), is applied. Treating him as 
born he becomes a member of the family, and there appears to te 


course of election. Many of these have been the subject of judicial 
decision, and the author leaves them to the appropriate treatises. 
But as a guide to the statutes and orders directly concerned with 
local government election it appears to be very complete. 





Books of the Week. 


Fire Insurance.—Bunyon’s “Law of Fire Insurance” (Re- 
vised Throughout). Sixth Edition. By R. J. Qury, LL.B., T.C.D., 
Barrister-at-Law. Charles & Edwin Layton. 30s. net. 
Procedure.—The Outlines of Procedure in an Action in the 
King’s Bench Division. For the Use of Students. By A. M. 
WILSHERE, M.A., LL.B. Second Edition. Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited). 7s. 6d. 

Companies.—Voluntary Liquidation under_ the Companies 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908. Being a Handbook for Liquidators. By 
J.P. Earnsnaw, Fellow of the Chartered Institute of Secretaries. 
Second Edition. Jordan & Sons (Limited). 5s. net. 

The Crown.—Coronation Studies, The Great 'Gold Spurs. 





an irrebuttable presumption of dependency in his favour. But the 
lot of the posthumous illegitimate is much less fortunate. In his 
case it is necessary to discover from the facts whether or not his | 


II. The Service and the Ceremony. By Artuur Betts, The 
Author, 50, Bedford Row, W.C. Is. net, 
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Correspondence. 
Duties on Land Values—Freehold Ground Rents. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—A piece of land was let upon building lease for ninety-nine 
years from 1852, at a ground rent of £30 8s. The present owner pur- 
chased the ground rent and reversion in fee within the last twenty 
years, and gave £996 for it. The district valuer has fixe the original 
full site value of the property at £800. The present owner gave 
notice, objecting to the provisional valuation, and stated that he 
desired it should be amended by substituting £1,000 as the original 
full site value, but the district valuer states that the Commissioners 
of Inland Revenue do not propose to amend the provisional valua- 
tion. 

In view of section 2 (3) of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, is not 
the present owner entitled to have the £996 substituted for the £800 
as the original site value? 

f the provisional valuation is allowed to stand at £800, and the 
present owner or his representatives hereafter sell the ground rent 
and reversion in fee for £996, will any increment value duty be pay- 
able, and if so, how much ? 

The houses built upon the land are only small weekly houses, and 
will be ripe for demolition when the present lease expires, but the 
present owner believes that the land is worth £996 or possibly more 
—at any rate he would not think of selling the ground rent and 
reversion in fee at less than £996. 

We should feel obliged if you or any of your readers would explain 
their views as to the proper course to be pursued in the valuation of 
freehold ground rents for the purposes of duties on land values, as it 
seems to be a matter of great practical importance to the ene 

Feb. 14, rh a 4 


[We hope to consider the point hereafter.—Ep. S./.] 





The Increased Licence Duties. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—I have just been re-reading the various articles and letters 
in the Soricrters’ JourNAL recently upon the apportionment of the 
increased licence duties. 

The point in question has now arisen in my own practice, my client 
being the owner of a hotel, which he leased in 1902 to M. on a 
fourteen years’ lease, still undetermined, at £300a year. M. sublets 
to a firm of brewers, who have written to my client suggesting— 
(1) That the rent of the hotel is increased by reason of its being let 
as licensed premises by £240 a year ; (2) that the increased duty is 
£35 per annum ; and (3) that they (the brewers) claim that £28 per 
annum of this increase is payable 4 my client. 

I believe M. was only a nominee of or trustee for the brewery 
company, and that he assigned the said lease to them without any 
consideration or extra rent or premium. 

But if you are right in your view of the law, the brewers can only 
make the deduction from M., who cannot pass this claim on to my 
client. I see some of your correspondents differ from your views on 
this question, and I shall be glad to know whether you still hold that 
the view laid down by you on page 141 (ante) is right, or whether 
anything has transpired since that article was written to alter or 
shake your opinion. 

It seems incredible to believe, but the income tax authorities still 
charge my client on the full amount of the rent he should receive 
for such hotel (viz., £300 a year), and refuse to recognize any right 
on his part to deduct either his proportion of the compensation levy, 
or the proportion of the increased licence duty he is called upon to 
pay, though both sums are deducted in full by the lessees and never 
reach my client at all. 

It seems absurd to call and tax as income that sum which, by an 
act of the law (or, rather, in this case, by a series of acts of the law), 
is not received in any way, and is actually deducted by the persons 
who otherwise would have paid the full rent except for the authority 
of Acts of Parliament to make these deductions. 

FRANK R. SEARBY. 

Alfreton, Jan. 31. 


[We have been obliged to delay reconsidering this matter, and the 
necessity for doing so seems to be avoided by the decision of Judge 
Selfe, referred to under “Current Topics.” We gather that, in the 
case put by our correspondent, M. assigned and did not sublet, so 
that the claim of the brewery company seems to be correct. The 
latter part of the letter raises a different point. Possibly, nse might 
be made of the decision in Smith v. Lion Brewery Co. (1911, A, C. 
150).—Ep. S,J.] 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTED. _ 


An Epitome of Recent Decisions on 


the Workmen's Compensation Act. 


Before the House of Lords and the Court of Appeal (Cozens- 
Harpy, M.R., Buckxiey and Hamitton, L.JJ.). 


By Arrtuur L. B. Tuesicer, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
V. . 
(Cases decided since the last Epitome, Vol. LVI., p. 749.) 


(Continued from page 320.) 
(2) DECISIONS ON THE WORDS “INCAPACITY 


RESULTING FROM AN ACCIDENT.” 
Duberly v. Mace (C.A.: 20th January, 1913). 


Facts.—An agricultural labourer met with an accident in August, 
1910, which necessitated the amputation of his thumb, and under an 
agreement he was paid half wages, 7s. 9d. weekly. Under an agree- 
ment of April, 1911, the compensation was reduced to 5s. weekly. In 
September, 1911, the workman became tenant of a small farm, on which 
he worked, with the help of his father and a lad. The employers then 
applied for a review of the weekly payments. The workman gave evi- 
dence that he could not work any better than when he met with "he 
accident, but the county court judge reduced the compensation on the 
ground that he was earning money as tenant of a farm, and by letting 
lodgings. If he resumed work as an agricultural labourer he could have 
another review. 

Dects1on.—The judge was right. (From note taken in court. 
reported L. 7’. newspaper, lst February, 1913, p. 328.) 

Higgs and Hill v. Unicume (C.A.: 28th January and 6th 
February, 1913). 

Facts.—Unicume, after drawing compensation for three and a half 
years for a serious accident, was offered light work by his employers, but 
refused it. The county court judge held that, acting on unwise 
medical advice and under the domination of his wife, he had behaved 
in an unreasonable manner; that he was not a malingerer, but that an 
average reasonable man would long ago have gone back to work, and 
he terminated the compensation. 

Dectston (Cozens-Hardy, M.R., who thought that weekly compensa- 
tion of 1d. ought to have been awarded, dissenting).—The judge was 
right to terminate the compensation. (/70m note taken in court. Case 
reported LZ. J. newspaper, 15th February, 1913, p. 91; Z. 7’. newspaper, 
15th February, 1913, p. 383; W. N., 15th February, 1913, p. 36.) 
Harwood v. The Wyken Colliery Co. (Limited) (C.A.: 30th 

January and 13th February, 1913). 

Facts.—A workman injured his knee in October, 1909, and was paid 
half wages; in February, 1910, although the knee had not fully 
recovered, he was found light work at his old wages. In October, 1911, 
he injured the knee again and was paid half wages. In May, 1912, it 
was discovered that heart disease had supervened, and the employers 
stopped the weekly payments. A claim for compensation was made in 
June, and the county court judge found that it was not proved that 
the heart disease was connected with the accident, but that there was 
no work that the accident prevented him from doing which the heart 
disease did not also prevent him doing, and made an award in favour 
of the employers. 

Deciston.—The judge misdirected himself. It was not necessary 
for the workman to prove that the incapacity was due solely to the 
accident. Appeal allowed. (From note taken in court. Case reported 
Soricirors’ JOURNAL, 22nd February, 1913, p. 300; TZ imes, 
14th February, 1913; Z. 7’. newspaper, 22nd February, 1913, p. 409; 
L. J. newspaper, 22nd February, 1913, p. 106; W. N., 22nd February, 
1913, p. 53.) 

(3) DECISIONS ON THE ASSESSMENT OF AMOUNT 

OF COMPENSATION. 
Shipp v. Frodingham Iron and Steel Co. (Limited) (C.A.: 
13th and 20th January, 1913). 

Facrs.—A workman engaged in blasting to get ironstone was injured, 
and an arbitration was held to decide the amount of his average weekly 
earnings. The men worked in gangs, the gang being paid certain 
sums for each ton of ironstone and each yard of sand; from this 
amount was deducted the cost of explosives used, and the balance was 
divided among the gang. The county court judge held that, in com- 
puting the earnings, the cost of explosives should not be deducted. 

Dectston.—The only contract was to pay the workman his share of 
the total amount after the cost of the explosives had been deducted. 
Appeal allowed. (From note taken im court. Case reported SoxicrToRs’ 
JourNAL, 8th February, 1913, p. 264; LZ. 7. newspaper, 25th January, 
1913, p. 301; Times, 21st January, 1913; Z. J. newspaper, 25th 
February, 1913, p. 42; W. N., 1st February, 1913, p. 16.) 


Turner v. Port of London Authority (C.A.: 16th January, 


1913). 
Factrs.—A workman wae killed after working for the respondents 
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days respectively at the beginning of the employment and in the week 
of his death. The employers paid into court a sum equal to 150 times 
the average weekly earnings computed by dividing £111 12s. 3d., the 
total amount earned in the time, by eighty-six. For the applicant, it 
was contended that the two broken weeks should have been disregarded, 
and the total earnings divided by eighty-four; also that allowance 
should have been made for eight days when he was absent through 
illness. The county court judge awarded the applicant the sum paid 
into court. 

Dects1on.—The judge might have added the days in the broken 
weeks to make a complete week, and so divided by eighty-five, but 
it was not necessary to go into the calculations with microscopical 
accuracy; therefore also the eight days’ illness could be disregarded. 
(From note taken in court. Case reported Times, 17th January, 1913; 
L. J. newspaper, 25th January, 1913, p. 47.) 

Barnett v. Port of London Authority (C.A.: 21st January 
and 5th February, 1913). 

Facts.—Barnett, an A.B., who had been for fourteen years in the 
Naval Reserve, and latterly had worked as a rough ship's painter, was 
employed at the docks on the 24th and 25th January, 1912, being 
injured by accident on the latter day. <A dispute arore as the 
amount of compensation. The respondents gave evidence that they 
employed four classes of labour: (1) Permanent men; (2) registered, 
or A, labourers, who were paid a weekly wage; (3) B ticket men, who 
were taken on from day to day, but with a preference over other 
casuals—they worked on the average for three days in the Port, and 
one outside, earning 21s. weekly; (4) extra casual labourers, who were 
only called on when there was more work than the other three clasees 
could do—they worked on the average one day in the Port, and two 
outside, earning 18s. weekly. The respondents offered to submit to 
an award of 9s. The county court judge held that he could not divid 
casual labourers into two grades; that, as Barnett could do painting, he 
was likely to get more employment than other men, and made an 
award for 12s. 6d. weekly, based on five days’ work at 5s. a day. 

Dectston (Cozens-Hardy, M.R., dissenting).—The judge misdirected 
himself ; the question of grade was one of fact, and the evidence on 
the point was all one way. Per Hamilton, L.J.: There was no 
evidence on which the judge could find more than three days as the 
average amount of work in a week. Appeal allowed. (From note 
taken in court. Case reported Soricrtors’ Journar, 15th February, 
1913, p. 282; 7'imes, 6th February, 1913; 7. J. newspaper, 15th Feb- 
ruary, 1913, p. 90; Z. 7. newspaper, 15th February, 1913, p. 383; 
W. N., 15th February, 1913, p. 35.) 


Priestley v. Port of London Authority (C.A.: 22nd January 
and 5th February, 1913). 


Facts.—Priestley was employed as a dock labourer from the 5th to 
18th June, 1912, when he was injured. There being a strike at the 
docks at the time, which lasted until the end of July, he was employed 
continuously, and earned £2 19s. 7d., and in the one completed week for 
which he worked 26s. 10d. For the respondents it was argued that by 
reason of the shortness of time in which he was employed regard ought 
to be had to the earnings of other casual labourers; but the county 
court judge held that the circumstances were abnormal; that the work 
of a strike-breaker entailed risks of violence from the strikers; that the 
completed week’s earnings was the only guide he had, and made an 
award for 13s. 5d. weekly. 

Dects1on.—There was no miedirection, and no necessity for the judge 
to find it impracticable to compute the compensation from the work- 
man’s own earnings. Appeal dismissed. (From note taken in court. 
Case reported Sortcitors’ JournaL, 15th February, 1913, p. 282; 
Times, 6th February, 1913; Z. J. newspaper, 15th February, 1913, p. 40; 
L. 7. newspaper, 15th February, 1913, p. 382; W. N., 15th February, 
1913, p. 35.) 


Glodden v ° 


st 


to 


Coulin & Sons (C.A.: 3rd and 5th February, 
1913). 

Facts.—Godden, after being employed by the respondents for three 
years, went in March, 1911, to Canada. In November, 1911, he re 
turned to fetch his family, and had booked his return passage to Canada 
for the 17th April, 1912. In the meantime he obtained temporary em- 
ployment with the respondents; after working for them for nine weeks 
he met with a serious accident. The county court judge computed his 
earnings by taking the total earned by him in the nine weeks, and 
dividing it by nine. It was argued that the fact that higher wages 
were earned in the trade in the summer should have been taken into 
consideration. 

Dectston.—There was no misdirection. It was a question of fact for 
the judge whether the time of employment was sufficiently long to render 
it practicable for him to compute the average earnings. The employ- 
ment was known to be of a temporary character. (From note taken in 
court. Case reported Soticrrors’ Journat, 15th February, 1913, 
p. 282; Times, 6th February, 1913; . 7. newspaper, 15th February, 
1913, p. 383; W. N., 15th February, 1913, p. 37.) 


(4) DECISION AS TO NOTICE OF ACCIDENT. 


Webster v. Cohen and others (C.A.: 21st January, 1913). 


Facts.—A shopwalker injured his leg on the 3rd April, 1912, through 
the breaking of the rung of a ladder on which he was standing while 


dressing the window. He gave no notice of the accident, but con- 
tinued to work until the Ist June, although suffering daily pain; on the 
5rd June his wife wrote to the employers stating that owing to the 
accident he was unable to walk, and on the 25th June formal notice of 
the accident was given by the solicitor. The county court judge held whe 
employer was prejudiced by the want of notice, but that failure to give 
notice was occasioned by a reasonable cause, namely, that he did not 
think that a 1 for making a claim would arise. 


ground 
Decis1on.—-The judge misdirected himself. This was not the case of 
a latent injury. (/rom note taken in court. Case reported Soricrtors’ 
JOURNAL, Ist February, 1913, p. 244; Times, 22nd January, 1913; 
L. 7. newspaper, 25th January, 1913, p. 301; Z. J. newspaper, 1st 
February, 1913, p. 57. 


(5) MISCELLANEOUS DECISIONS, 


Vajor v. South Kirkhy, Featherstone and Hemsworth Col- 


lieries (Limited) (C.A.: 23rd and 24th January, 1913). 


Facts.—A workman was injured in February, 1909, and full com- 
pensation was paid him by agreement. In June, 1910, he tried to do 
light work, but being unable to do so was restored to full compensation ; 
he claimed compensation for the difference between the amount paid 
and the amount agreed upon, and an award was submitted to by the 
employers. In July, 1912, he was examined by two doctors for the 
employers, who thereafter stopped paying compensation. The work- 
man then took proceedings for an award. The employers denied 
liability, and in October requested the workman to submit himself for 
medical examination; he refused to do se, and the county court judge 
held that the request sonable, and suspended the proceedings 
until he complied with it. Tt was argued on appeal that the employers 
had no power to require the workman to submit himself for medical 
examnation. 

Deciston.—The judge was right. Schedule I. 
where an award has been obtained, so had 
but Schedule T. (4) is not limited in its application to one examination 
immediately after notice of the accident. Schedule I. (15) makes it clear 
the examinations may be made more than once under Schedule I. (4) 
as well as under I. (14). (From taken in court. Case reported 
Sorrcrrors’ Journat, lst February, 1913. p. 244; 7'imes, 25th January, 
1913; Z. J. newspaper, 1st February, 1913, p. 57; W. N., 1st February, 
1913, p. 17; LZ. 7’. newspaper, 8th February, 1913, p. 358.) 


was rea 


(14) is only applicable 


no reference to this case; 


note 


Vv. Jose ph Thompson & Sons (C.A.: 
1913). 

Facts.—Employer agreed with an injured workman to commute the 
weekly payments for a lump sum, and application was made to the 
registrar to record an agreement to this effect. The registrar, thinking 
the amount too small, referred the matter to the judge. The employers, 
although nominally respondents in the proceedings, supported the 
application to record the agreement, and the judge, after hearing 
evidence, made the order and ordered the employers to pay the work- 


Kiersoi 16th January, 


man’s costs. 

Dectston.—It was not an exercise of judicial discretion to order costs 
to be paid by a successful party who had been guilty of no misconduct. 
(From note taken in court. Case reported in Sortcrrors’ Journat, 25th 
January, 1913, p. 226: Times, 17th January. 1913; 7. 7’. newspaper, 
25th January, 1913, p. 300: LZ. J. newspaper, 25th January, 1913, p. 47; 
W. N., 25th January, 1913, p. 1.) 


Reed (C.A.: 15th January, 1913 


Facts.—A injured and paid compensation by the 
employers for some time under an agreement. They then offered to 
employ him as a labourer at 8s. a day and to employ him for four or 
five days a week, but warning him that he must not take it as a 
guarantee of perpetual employment, and they applied for a review of 
the weekly payment on the ground that there was a change of circum- 
stances owing to their offer of light work. The county court judge 
found that the workman was only fit for light work, and was unlikely 
to get work at the docks unless favoured by an old employer, and held 
that there was no case for him to answer. 

Dectston.—The judge having found that the workman was fit for 
light work, and the employers having offered him light work, his prob- 
able earnings should be taken into account in deciding what alteration, 
if anv. should be made in the weekly compensation. The judge should 
therefore have heard the workman’s evidence. (From note taken in 


court, Case reported L. 7. newspaper, 1st February, 1913, p. 327.) 


Luckwill vy. 


Gray, Dawes & Co. v. 


stevedore was 


Auchen Steam Shipping Company (Limited) 
(C.A.: 15th January, 1913). 


Facrs.—The respondent entered into a contract with B. to scale the 
boilers of one of their ships. B. employed Luckwill and other boiler 
scalers to do the work, over whom the respondents exercised no con- 
trol. Luckwill was injured by an accident arising out of, and in the 
course of, this occupation, and made a claim on the respondents under 
s. 4 (1) of the Act of 1906. Evidence was given that it was not the 
practice of the respondents, or of other shipowners, to undertake the 
scaling of the boilers of their ships, but to employ independent con- 
The county court judge found that the work was not an 
‘in the course of or for the purpose of the trade or buei- 
and made an award in their favour. 


tractors. 
operation 


ness’’ of the respondents, 
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DectsIon The judge was right From note taken in court Case 
reported Z. 7’. newspaper, 25th January, 1913, p 301.) 
Buel i] January, 1913). 


Knight vs 


Facts weeks continuously | 
the resp t mr ‘ ! 1 ‘ his ] urdener, in fell 
trees wh ) é j I and relay nga lawn, for 
bd a «lay He 
simed compengeation 


of a isual 


finding. (/'re 


17th January, 1913) 


Fact A worl ‘ the 8th February, 1910; the 
| \ r da ( enty first birthday \n agreement was 
entered into, 22nd February, 1911, for the pay 
ment of full | made to rectify 
the register under } ‘ ‘ ol peneation 
to half wage | nty ourt j ‘ ad that the rl ime of aye 
m the day t ition. but the 
Court of Appea that he had urie t ify the 


in thie wavy he emy f pl t tify tl gistel 


following 


revistet 
remo 
' 


izreement from the 
hedule IT. (9) (¢ f 
JournaL, Ist 

C p. 300 
Johnson \ Vewu wa , quish ompany (Limited) 
; ‘ebruary, 1913) 

in accident 

ulmitted liability \ question arose 
, pavable ind Johnson applied for | 
rbitratio tes ndent ‘ to submit to iward of 12s sd... 
and the 


dent to nar at il the re ot rel 


’ greement was 


respon 
ppl 
nied the 


pealed from the 


iv ird 


order j vas taken 

Dect ? ‘ ted he award he could 
not appeal ; in rom f Case reported 
W. A 15t ; 22nd Februar 
1913, p. 410 


Ward v nuary and 13th 


Facts \ 1 havi ! cident, a claim fot 
ompensation wa 1 b l , vho was alleged to 
he h | thum ‘ nate « le “he nt ‘ judge held that 
the paternity w . P ‘ iot sufficient to | 
establish . ' el t told that the | 


" 
depen 


Appeal dismissed ) 

1 Sonrerrors’ JourNaAL, 22nd February, 
Vebruary, 1913; Z. 7'. newspaper, 22nd 
| bruar 1913, p. 107; 


28th January 


a claim for 


illeged to be 

deve admitted in 

injary interest, a 

her of her 

matter,”’ and 

paternity and 
ipplicant 


ondition, 

ind ten s to bie 8 nariving 

that he lookn ‘ e jue und 

dependency | le an in favour of the 
Decisroy e « ‘ Ki ) the pr 
si 


r nat ’ t t} les ° n cone 


mice to marry 
ideration of 
statements against his 
nterest , { } } that they might be 


mutual 
used as corrobora 
it being purely 
he taken; as admis 
nded on the de 
erence. If theee 
h dependency could be found 
ee reported SOLICITORS’ 
14th February, 1913; 
J. new spaper, 22nd 

1913, p. 51.) 


s own knov 
statements were | 


} tract 


} expre ssed himself as follows : 


Summerlee Tron Co. (Limited) Vv. Freeland (H.L.: Viscount 


Haldane, L.C., Earl of Halsbury, Lords Kinnear and 


Shaw, 10th February, 1913). 
Facts.—A workman’ met with an accident which was admitted t 
cause total incapacity, and his employers tendered him half wag: 
but asked him to sign a receipt containing the following senter 

At the first or any subsequent payment liability is admitted on 
the compensation to date of Further liability, if any 
be determined week by week, when application for payment is mai 
The workman refused to sign this, and commenced arbitration 
eedings on the ground that a question had arisen as to duratior 

mpensation I'he Sheriff-substitute dismissed the application 
tated a case The Second Division of the Court of 
that the pre eedings were competent. 

Dectston. ~The decision of the Second Division was right. (F 
note taken in court. Case reported Sotrcrrors’ JournaL, 15th Fel 
1914, p. 28 Time 
1913, p. 89; 4. 7’. newspaper, 15th February, 1913, 7 

1913 P 34 ) 


pavment. 
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February, 


W. N., 15th February 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Judicial Committee of the Privy 


Council. 
KILMER ~v. BRITISH COLUMBIA ORCHARD LANDS (LIM.) 
6th Dec. ; 26ih Feb. 


Recovery or Possession or L 
PERFORMANCE. 


Venpor AND PuRCHASER—PENALTY 
CLAIM FOR SPECIFIC 

The plaintiff on the 14th of December, 1909, entered into an agi 
ment ell to the defendant certain lands for the sum of $75,000, poy 
able by certain instalments on fixed dates, and the balance $3,000 on 
hefore the 14h of June, 1914, with interest at the rate of 7 per c¢ 
per annum on 8o much of the said purchase money as fron’ time to ti 
remained unpaid, There was a clause that if the payments were 
punctually made the company should he at libe rly to resell the land, ¢ 
all payment made became forfeited to them. The first instalment 
2,000 w duly paid on the execution of the ement, the se 
instalment of $5,000, with was not paid ; there was corre 
pondence asking for time, and subsequently, on the 9th of July, 1910 
th of the sent a telegram saying the deal ras off 
and on the 1st of forfeitu 
Thi was met by a counter claim asking for speci fic performance The 
defendant paid the money due and it remained in court ¢ 
the credit of the action. 

Held, allowing the defendant's appeal, that the circumstances } 
within the rule laid down in Re Dagenham (Thames) Dock Co 
Ex parte Hulee (21 W.R. 898; L.R. 8 Ch. 1022; 43 L.J. Ch. 261), #/ 
the clause as 
penalty, and that the 
the land if the balance of the purchase money war paid, 

Appe 
Biit‘eh Coldmbia 


presiding) and 


aqre 
inferest, 
e secretary company 
fuqust action was hrought to enforce the 


into court 


vendors had no right to recover posse 


il by the de fendant from a judgment of the Court of Appeal 
The appeal was heard before the late Lord M 


naghten Lords Atkinson and Moulton, and jud 


reserved 

Lord Mov tron said that the judgment of the Committee had he 
prepared and revised in print by Lord Macnaghten before his « 
and that he should read it. The learned Lord then read the jid 
vhich stated that the question arose out of a claim by tl 
respondent company—an unpaid vendor of a tract of undeveloped 
in British Columbia—to enforce a condition of forfeiture contained 

; By the terms of the agreement the purci 

money was to be paid, together with interest, by specific instalment 


ment, 


the agreement tor sale 


ertain specified dates. Time was declared to be of the essence of 
t. In default of punctual payment at an appointed date 
the instalment of purchase money and the interest then payable or 
part thereof, the void, all 
made under the agreement were to be absolutely forfeited to the “end 
and the vendor was to be at liberty to resell the property immediate 
The appellant Kilmer, who was the purchaser, and who had been 
into possession upon payment of the first instalment on the exe: 

of the agreement, met the company’s claim by a counter-claim 
specific performance, and the money then due was paid into court 
the credit of the action. The trial judge dismissed the action 

the counter-claim he decided in favour of Kilmer, with costs. ‘Then 
there was an appe al. The Court of Appe al, consisting of three judges, 
DY & majority 


avreemetr 


igreement was to be null and payment 


allowed the appeal, and dismissed the counter-«laim 
Hence this appeal. The trial judge rested his decision mainly 1 the 
vi that the conduct of the plaintiff company was oppressive, harsh, 


| and vindictive, and such as to lull the defendant to sleep and justify 


suming that he would, notwithetanding the terma of the « 
have some indulgence in making his payments. Their Lordships 
agreed to the result at which the learned trial judge arrived, though 
not exactly upon the eame grounds. In the case of Re Dagenham 
(Thames) Dock Co, Ex parte Hulse (L.R. 8 Ch., 1022) Mellish, L.J., 
—‘*T have a!ways understood that where 


him in 


/ 


; 


lith February, 1913; 7. J. newspaper, 15th 


i 


ta payment of the halance was merely in the nature of a 


) 
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there is a stipulation that if on a certain day an agreement remains 
either wholly or in any part unperformed—in which case the real damage 
may be either very large or very trifling—there is to be a certain for- 
feiture incurred, that stipulation is to be treated as in the nature of 
a penalty.’’ That was a case like this of forfeiture claimed under the 
letter of the agreement met by an action for specific performance. 
James, L.J., seemed to have been of the same opinion. ‘‘In my 





opinion,’ he said, ‘‘this is an extremely clear case of a mere penalty 
for non-payment of the purchase money.’’ He ended by stating that 
wzreed with the Master of the Rolls that it was a penalty from which | 
the company were entitled to be relieved on txiaganes of the residue of | 
the purchase money with interest. The questio ised by the present | 
appeal appeared to their Loidships to come w ithin the Seiden in the 
case of the Dagenham Docks. The law in British Columbia on such a 
int was the same the law in this country. His Lordship then 
dealt with the facts and the arg and the judgment concluded by 
saving that there other points raised the ce the argu- 
ments, but their lordshipe did not think it necessary to refer to them, 
they were of opinion that the appeal sh he we lowed, and judg 
ent entered for the defendant, with costs there and below.--COoUNSEL 
for the appellants, Buckmaster, K.C., and W Burt; for the 
dents, #. P. Davis, KC. (Canadian Bar), and //on. M. AM. Macnaghten. 
SoLicrrors, Maddison, Stirling, Humm, & Davies; Armitage, Chapple, 

& Macnaghten. 
[Reported by 


as as 
iments, 
urse of 


were in 


vmuld 


respon- 


Exskine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Court of Appeal. 


Re BADGER (Deceased). /?c BADGER (an Infant). 
v. BADGER. No. 1. 22nd Feb. 
CHarGE on Vestep Rremarsper in Rear Estate 
Court—Lanvps Cuarcrs Act, 1900 2 (1). 
entitled to a vested remainder in freehold land, 
expectant upon the death of the tenant for life, a lady eighty-five 
of age, but otherwise the time being without means of 
ipport. An application having heen made by the infant's guardian | 
for an orde r charging the repayment of such should be 
advanced, paid into court, and duly expended in maintaining the infant, | 
spon the 
Held, 
Appeal from a refusal of Joyce, J. 
of an infant upon het 


BADGER 


INFANT— MAINTENANCE 
JURISDICTION OF 


ln infant was 


yeures was for 


sums as 
said remainder, 
that the court had no jurisdiction to make such an order. 


to make an order charging the 
real estate. ‘The infant 
girl twelve years of age, entitled indefeasibly to certain | 
remainder expectant upon the death of the tenant for | 
uhty-five years of and a stranger to the infant’s | 
entitled upon the death of her father intestate | 
was commenced to administer his estate and the 
£900, was paid into court. The mother 
upon this capital sum since then, and it 
having made in Novembei 
The mother was thirty-fi 
assistance could be obti Lined from th 
tenant for life. There a person willing to advance sufficient money 
for maintenance, provided that an order of the court could first be | 
obtained, charging the sums advanced on the remainder. The appli- 
ant asked which could be registered under the Land | 
Charges Act, 1900, s. 2 (1), and relied on Re Howarth (8 Ch. 415). 
Buckiey, L.J. : This is in which the court would no doubt 
desire to assist the infant if it could, but I have come to the conclusion 
that it is ——, for the court to do anything. In Re Howarth 
(L.R. 8 Ch. 415) the Court of Appeal did find its w: ay to make an order 
for maintenance out of in interest in possession in real estate. But in 
Khe Hamilton (31 Ch. D. 291) (33 Ch. D. 397) 
learned judges expressed the opinion that if the interest of the infant 
reversion not in then the Judgments Act, 1864, 
27 and 28 Vict., c. 112) rendered it impossible to make a similar order, 
as a reversion could not be taken in execution. The Lands Charges Act, | 
1900, which has taken the place of the former statute and provided 
that no judgment or order shall operate as a charge on land unless or 
until a order for the purpose of enforcing it is registered, has 
not made any difference. Cad mn | is all express 
authority binding upon us to the it is impossible to give a | 
harge on the infant’s interest. In that case Lindley, L.J., said that | 
Re Howarth (s upra) went to the very verge of the law and perhaps 
beyond it. But it is suggested that the court might express an —_— 
that it would be right for the guardian to advance money for the benefit 
of the infant, and that he could recover judgement for necessaries 
supplied when the infant att iined 21 The court, however, cannot Sa) 
what is proper to be spent upou maintenance, unless there 
fund out of which the court allow maintenahce. It has also been 
suggested that if a nominal sum, say £5, were paid into court, then 
the case would be sent back to the judge below for an inquiry 
chambers: but if we did this, the judge would simply say ‘£5 is a 
p: “oper amount to allow for maintenance, pay it out”’ ; and there would 
be nothing left. I trust that the difficulty will shortly resolve itself 
in the ordinary course of 
Hamiutton, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect 
’ M Cann. Soxicrrors, Johnson, Weatherall, d: Sturt. 
{Reported by IH. Lanaronp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re WILLIAM MITCHELL, Deceased, MITCHELL v. MITCHELL 
AND OTHERS, Farwell, L.J. (sitting as an additional Judge of 
the Chancery Division). JUUth Jan, 

Witt—ConstRuCcTION—ABSOLUTE GIFTS O1 
or SAME FREEHOLDS FOR MAINTENANCE 
rake PLace—SupreLtyinac Wonrps—IMPLicaTion 

Previous Girers—ULrimate Girt LNOPERATIVE. 

Where by his will a testator bequeaths his frecholds to his 
subsequently gives all the income of the same freeholds to hi 
the maintenance of his children, and declares that if his 
die before his youngest child shall have attained twe nty one 
perty is not to be divided until wen youngest child hus attained twenty- 
one, and then pr follows: And in that my children 
and leaving not , 1 give the pre pperty share and share 
alike to my ne phe ws and nieces then sur ing. 

Held, that on the death o} the leaving two unmarried children 
her surviving, such two children te thew hares of the 
testator’s freeholds absolutely, since the construction of the whol. 
will, the gift over was not intended to take effect unle s all the children 
died in the life their mother. 


This was a summ 
of one William Mitchell. 
ot December, 1864, 


Freenotps—Girr or INcomn 
PERIOD WHEN VESTING is TO 
ro BE DRAWN FROM 


sons, and 
wife jor 
should 
the pro- 


wise 


ceds a case 
vit 
wife, 
rk 


vn 


re pective 


time of 
under the will 
dated the 27th 
and leaving 
my freehold 
Weet Morton 
John William 
give and be 
lliam Mitchell 
Mitchell in 
my wits 


ms to determine a question arising 

The testator made his will, 
reby, alter appointing 
continued as follows: “I 
situate 
two 


whe trustees 
give 
at 
fons 
and also ] 
eons Ji hn W 
Mary Emma 
ecurity. Lb give to 
et to the pa nt of my 


acies, he 
consisting of two freehold messuages, 
Bing ley, in the county of Yorkshire, to my 
Mite hell and Squire Mitchell in equal shares, 
queath the further eum of £900 to my 
and Squire Mitchell and my daughtei 
equal shares, which is now on mortg 
Amelia the of my stock, & 
and funeral testamentary expenses. L furt ive to wil 
Amelia for her natural lifetime the interest arising the 
named £900 and the income from the freehold property for the 
nance and education of my children. If my wife should dic 
my youngest child has attained the age of twenty-one years, the 
is not to be divided until such youngest child has attained 
yeare. And if any of my children should die before my 
leaving no his or ber shaves to be equally divided between 
and in case that my children chould all die and leaving 
the property share and share alike to my nephews and 
ing.”’ The testator died on the 8th of January, 1865, 
and three children him surviving. John William 
red nine years on the 5th of September, 1668. The tes 
16th of May, 1888, leaving a son and 
daughter her surviving. This was a summons to determine whether, 
having regard to the death of John William Mitchell, the freehold 
property of the testator is bequeathed as to three-fourths thereof to 
Mitchell and as to one-fourth thereof to Mary Emma Mitchell, 
or whether there is a gift-over as regards the freehold property in 
» testator’s ney s and in the event of Squire 
Mary Emma Mitchell dying without leaving issue. 
the children contended that the will was unintelligible 
words were inserted, and on the authority of Abbott v. 
7 H. L. Cases, Clark and Finnelly, p. 68), he claimed 
should be inserted. He said: The testator in the 
holds to his two sons in equal shares abso- 
of the whole income from such freeholde 
maintenance, and if the youngest child 
time of the wife’s death, the pro- 
such youngest child does reach twenty- 
is that it is to be divided when such 
nty-one. Then follows this gift: ‘‘ And 
Stopping there we have no time 


prope ity, 


hole , subse in 


and her my 
liom 
above 
maint 
before 
property 
twenty-one 
vile, 
the survivors, 
no issue, I give 
nieces then survi\ 
leaving a ife 
Mit: hel ll di ed ay 
tator’s wife Amelia died on the 


Squire 


favow yhew nieces 
Mitchell 
Counsel for 
unless certain 
Viddleton 


that 


very 


(1853. 
certain words 
first it wiv 
lutely. Then foll 
to the wife for life 
has not reached t 
perty is not to be 
ne. The « hom ious eo nee 
voungest child does reach twe 
in case that my children should die.”’ 
fixed for this event. I suggest that the words ‘in the lifetime of miv 
wife’’ should be here inserted. The gift proceeds : ** And leaving no 
” If this last was the only event there could be no division and 
distribution among the children which ie « learly contemplated. Couneei 
for the nephews and nieces contended that no words should be inserted 
in the will which would the effect of depriving them of their 
hance of succeeding if the testator’s two surviving children died with 
mt is He referred to Kirkpatrick v. Kirkpatrick (1807, 13 Ves. 
76), O’ Mahoney v. Burdett (1874, Th. Rep. 7 H. L. 388), Else v. Blee 
1871, 13 Eq. 196, 200), Harrison v. Harrison (1901, 2 Ch. 136), and Je 
Nehnadhorst Iheuhl Schnadhorst (1902. 2 Ch 44 
Farweu., L.J ifter stating the fact said 
nelusion nol without hesit that on the com truction of the whol 
ll this freehold property vested in the testator’s two hildren 
solutely 1 do not think it is neceseary to add any words to the will 
tself. The courts have always hesitated in any way to go bevond the 
lecision ~. fbhott v. Middleton (ubi supra). T am influenced very 
trongly by the fact that the testator first makes the rift of his free- 
old his and then gives the whole of the income of such frea- 
h Ids for theis maintenance that if the 
id hae not atts i ned twenty-one when the mother dies the 
divin le to be postponed ; and after all this comes the curious —— 
zift-over, in the event of all his children dying without ieeus, to his 
1ephewe and nieces. It ie very difficult to say what would happen to 
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the share of a child who died after the death of the wife if the will 
ie not construed as giving the children, after the youngest has attained 
twenty-one years, an absolute indefeasible interest in the property on 
the death of their mother accordingly declare that the gift-ove1 


muld not take effect unk ill the children had died in the lifetime 
mother, and th Accor lv, in the events which have hay 


Mary Emma Mitchell are absolutely entitled 
freeholds Counse., 1. BF. Wright; 

‘ Wel ford, a Sidqwick, 

r, Foster, Hindley. 


fe 
M. May, Bart 


MITCHELL v. MOSLEY. Eve, J. 7ih Feb. 


Least or Minerats—Severance or ReEvERSION—APPORTIONMENT (1 
tENT—PayMENT TO One Reversioner—Reat Peorerty Limitari 
Act, 1833, s. 9 
Where a lease , ed, and there is aft everance of tl 

revel nm without Te ( Ni) rlioned ¢ ) eof the severance 

given to the lease payn / ti hole re Ol el reve? ye 

’ not a payment 17 ahi y el na t welt 

of the Real Prop rt al ict, 1833 

other re 


eect y } 


»¢ to bar the claim of the 


tration that t paint entitled, 


| under cert ind in Manchester 
predece " u title of the defendant 

- ep title of t! plaintiff certain land in 
mn N f ture contained any exception of minerals, 
and in t years it wv erved in respect of ironstone raised 
from the land. A late he indentures the coal and cannel under 
the land, and under adjo land, had been leased for 200 years from 
1740 ; but no mention of the ise Was made in the ind ntures, except in 
the vendor’s covenant against incumbranc« from which it was 


excepted In 1828 part of the land comprised in the indentures was | 
exchanged for other adjoining land, but the minerals were not excepted, | 
and the grant was mad subjec to the leas« Che defendant alleged 


that the reversion of the minerals was not comprised in the indentures, 
and therefore t no severance of the reversion, that the rent 
reserved by ' not apportionable, and that the claim was 
barred by the St f Limitations The detendant, or his prede 
cessors in title, received the hole rent reserved by the lease 

Eve, J In my opinion the defendant fails in his contention that the 
reversion of the minerals demised by the lease was not comprised in 
the indentures of 1791 and 1828. or any ol them There was, there 
lore, a severance of the reversion, and on each such severance the rent 
reserved by th lease became appe rtionable at the respective ites of 
severance Sal v. Battersby (1910, 2 K. B. 155 The defendant 
however, says that the rent is not of an apportionable nature. I do 
not think there is any substance in that defen The rent reserved 
is money, the quantum of which is to be ascertained in a particular 
manner, and although the parti ilar manner st pulated fo may be one 
which makes the ascertainment of the proper apportionment of some 
complexity, it is, I think, fallacious to argue from this that th 
difficulty of apportionment can really alter the character of the rent. 
It is, In my opinion, therefore, an apportionable rent. The defendant 
finally relies on section 9 of the Real Property Limitation Act, 1833, as 


oO the plaintiff Ss claim The section is in these terms: 


person be in possession or in receipt of the profits of 
any I 


ent, by virtue of a lease in writing, by 

to the vearly sum of 20s. on wards shall be 

I ed by such lease shall h heen received 

vrongfully claiming to be entit » such land, or rent 

f n immediately expectant o1 he determination of 

euch lease md no payment in respect of the rent reserved by sucl 

lease shall afterwards have been made to the person rightfully entitled 

thereto, the right of the perso entitled to such land or rent harge 
if 


shy? ‘ ‘ en t? } 
ibject t ] ol e person through whom | claims to 


make an entr’ r distress, or to bring an action after the determination 
of such lease, shall be deemed to have first accrued at the time at which 

rent reserved by sucl lease was first so received by the person 
vrongfully claiming as aforesaid; arid no such right shall be deemed 
to have first accrued upon the determination of such lease to the 
person rightfully entitled.’’ It was argued on behalf of the plaintiff 
first, that the defendant has not brought the case within the section, 
because he has not proved that the plaintiff's apportioned share of the 
rent would amount to the yearly sum of 20s. I do not think this is 
the true construction of the section—it applies, I think, to all cases 
where the rent reserved by the lease amounts to 20s. and upwards 
and I do not see anything which would warrant me in holding that in 
a case of severance it is obligatory on the person who has, in fact, 
received the rent, to prove that the apportioned share of the claimant 
exceeds 20s. before he can avail himself of the section. But on the 
facts, and on the authorities as they stand, I see no answer to the 
plaintiff's main contention that there has never yet been any wrongful 
receipt by the defendant or his predecessors of the rent, and therefore 
that time has never begun to run under the section. The severance of 
the reversion in 1791 and 1828 did not apportion the rent, and it has, 
in fact, never been legally apportioned. No notice of severance was 
given to the lessee, and in these circumstances the continued payment 
ef rent by him to one of the reversioners was a good payment made to 








a person entitled to receive it, and for which, therefore, he obtained 
a valid receipt and discharge (4 & 5 Anne, c. 16, sections 9 and 10). 
There was, therefore, never any payment to, or r ceipt by, the wrong 
person, and the condition of things which would have brought section 9 
into operation never existed. The result is that, in my opinion, the 
defence fails on all points, and I must make a declaration of the 
plaintiff’s title to the minerals—refer it to chambers to ascertain her 
proper proportion of the rent, and if necessary direct an account of 
what is due to her on the footing of the apportionment for a period 
extending back to a date six years before the issue of the writ 
Counset, P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and MucSwinney; Jessel, K.C., and 
St. John Clerke. Soxicrrors, Robbins d& Co. for Slater, Heelis, & Co. 
Manchester ; Kirby, Millett, & Ayscough. 
[Reported by 8. E. Wittiams, Barrister-at-Law. 
Re WILKINSON SWORD CO, (LIM.). Swinfen Eady, J. 3st Jan 
CompANy—MeMoraNnnuM SuArReES—ABSENCE OF CONTRACT As TO Iss 
ss Futty Parp—FUinc MEMORANDUM SPECIFYING CONSIDERATION 
Companies Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vicr., c. 131), s. 25—CompPanies Avr, 
1898 (61 & 62 Vicr., c. 26), s. 1—Companies Act, 1900 (63 & 64 Vicr., 
c. 48), s. 33—Comeanies (Consonipation) Act, 1908 (8 Ep. 7, c. 69), 
°86—INTERPRETATION Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr., c. 63), 5. 58, s.s. (2), 
The Companies Act, 1898, gave power to the cvurt to grant relief 
, the inudvertent omission to file at a particular time the memora 
of contract required by section 25 of the Companies Act, 1867. 
ion 25 of the Companies 1867, was repeale d by section 33 of 
ni} ict, 1900. U'he Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, 
ous CC mn pantes Acts, but the provisions of the Act of 





1898 were not re-enacted, 

Held, that section 38 of the Interpretation Act, 1889, preserved the 
operation of the Companies Act, 1898, and, in view of the fact that 
this u u proper case for the court to grant relief under that Act, the 
court directed that the necessary memorandum should be filed. 


This was an originating motion for an order under the Companies 
Act, 1898 (61 & 62 Vict., c. 26) for the filing with the Registrar of 
Joint Stock Companies of a certain memorandum in writing which 
should, when filed, operate as if it were a sufficient contract in writing 
within the meaning of section 25 of the Companies Act, 1867, and had 
been duly filed before the issue of such shares. A company was in 
corporated on the 8th of July, 1889, one of its objects being to take over 
an existing business on the terms of an agreement (referred to in its 
memorandum and articles of association) with the owners of the busi- 
ness. The capital of the company was £75,000 in 3,000 shares of £25 
each. Each of the seven signatories of the memorandum of associa- 
tion subscribed it for one of these shares. It was not then settled 
that memorandum shares were “issued ’’ the moment the company was 
incorporated. On the 4th of September, 1889, the agreement referred 
to in the memorandum and articles was executed by the owners and 
the company, and by this agreement the owners agreed to sell the 
business to the company for £75,000, which was to be satisfied by the 
allotment to the vendors or their nominees of 3,000 fully-paid shares 
of £25 each in the company’s capital, numbered 1 to 3,000 inclusive, 
‘of which shares the shares subscribed for by the subscribers to the 
memorandum of association of the company shall be deemed to form 
part, the said subscribers having been nominees of the vendors.”’ This 
agreement was duly registered with the Registrar of Joint Stock Com 
panies. At the time when the agreement was filed it was not noticed 
that the seven memorandum shares had already been actually issued, 
and that the subscribers were liable to pay for the same in cash, and 
the shares were always supposed to be and treated as fully-paid shares 
until in December, 1912, it was discovered that they were not paid up 
at all. Counsel for the company said that section 25 of the Companies 
Act, 1867 (#W & 31 Vict., c. 131), provided that shares should be 
deemed and taken to have been issued and to be held subject to the 
payment of the whele amount thereof in cash unless the same should 
have been otherwise determined by a contract in writing filed at or 
before the issue of such shares.”’ As no contract could in this case be 
made or filed before the incorporation of the company and the simul 
taneous issue of the seven shares, the subscribers for them were liable 
to pay for them in cash; and this liability was not got rid of by the 
agreement filed after the incorporation of the company. By the Com 
panies Act, 1898, power was given to the court to give relief in such 
cases where the omission to file a contract or a sufficient contract was 
accidental or due to inadvertence, or for any other reason it was just 
and equitable to grant relief. Relief could be given in a case like this 
by directing a memorandum to be filed. By section 33 of the Com 
panies Act, 1900, section 25 of the 1867 Act was repealed, and it was 
provided that ‘‘no proceedings under section 25 of the Companies 
Act, 1867, shall be commenced after the commencement of this Act ’ 
namely, the Ist of January, 1901; but the Act of 1900 did not say 


that where no proper contract had been filed the shares were to be 


| deemed to be fully paid up, nor did it repeal the Act of 1898. Section 


286 of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, repealed the previous 
Companies Acts, including the Act of 1893, but the provisions of thut 
Act were not re-enacted. He submitted that the operation of t! 

Companies Act, 1898, was still preserved by section 39 of the Inter 
pretation Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict., c. 63), and that this was a prope! 
where the court should give relief by directing a memorandum 


to be filed. rs 
Swinren Eapy, J., after stating the facts, said :—I think the power 


given to the court by the Companies Act, 1898 (61 & 62 Vict., c. 26), 
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to give relief in such cases as the one before me by directing a memo, 
randum to be filed, is preserved in spite of the repeal of this Act by 
the operation of section 39 of the Interpretation Act, 1889 (52 & 55 
Vict., c. 63), and I accordingly make the order asked, and direct that 
the memorandum which has been submitted to the court for approval 
be filed with the Registrar of Joint Stock Companies within fourteen 
days.- CounsEL, Frank Evans. Sovicirors, Cruesemann & Louse. 
[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrigfer-at-Law.] 


Re LUSH & CO. (LIM.). Farwell, L.J. (sitting as an additional 
Judge of the Chancery Division). 7th Feb. 
CompANY—DEBENTURES—EXxTENSION OF ‘TIME YOR RkGISTRATION— 
Companies Act, 1900 (63 & 64 VictT., c. 48), ss. 14-15—Companiges 
(ConsoLipation) Act, 1908 (8 Ep. 7, c. 69), s. 286—INTERPRETATION 

Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr., c. 63), s. 38 (2). 

Section 15 of the Companies Act, 1900 (63 & 64 Viet., ¢. 48) em- 
powered the court to extend the time for the registration of debentures 
im certain cases. Section 286 of the Companies (Consolidation) Act; 
1908, repealed the Companies Act, 1900. 

Held, that the right given by section 15 of the Act of 1900 to apply 
to the court for an extension of time was preserved, notwithstanding 
the repeal of that Act by the operation of section 38 (2) of the Interpre- 
tation Act (52 & 53 Viai., c. 63). 


This was an originating motion in the matter of the company and 
in the matter of the Companies Act, 1900, and the Companies (Consolida- 
tion) Act, 1908, for an order extending the time for the registering of 
all the debentures of the company. In September, 1905, and at subee- 
quent dates, ranging from 1905 to 1912, a company issued debentures, 
all of the same series and ranking pari passu, which required registra- 
tion withing twenty-one days with the Registrar of Joint Stock Com- 
panies. Through inadvertence none of the debentures were registered. 
At the time when the earlier debentures were issued the statutory 
provisions requiring registration were section 14 of the Companies Act, 
1900, and section 15 of that Act empowered the court to extend the 
time for registration. Section 51 of the Companies Act, 1907, repealed 
section 14 of the Act, and by section 10 required 1egistration of debentures 
issued after the Ist of July, 1908. Section 286 ot the Companies (Con- 
solidated) Act, 1908, which came into force on the Ist of April, 1909, 
repealed the Companies Acts, 1900 and 1907, and section 93 required 
the registration within twenty-one days of debentures issued after 
the 1st of July, 1908; but section 96 gave a similar power to extend 
the time for registration. Counsel for the company contended that 
the company had acquired the right, under section 15 of the Com- 
panies Act, 1900, to apply to the court to have the time for registering 
the debentures extended, and that this right had not been destroyed 
by the repeal of the Companies Act, 19Q0, by section 286 of the Com. 
panies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, but was saved by the operation of 
section 38, sub-section 2 (c) of the Interpretation Act, 1889, which 
eays: ‘‘ Where this Act, or any Act, passed after the commencement 
of this Act, repeals any other enactment, then, unless the contrary 
intention appears, the repeal shall not affect any right, privilege, 
obligation, or liability acquired, accrued, jor incurred under any 
enactment so repealed.’’ He referred to Re Wilkinson Sword Co. 
(Limited) (supra). 

Farwewt, L.J., after stating the facts, said: The company have 
still the right to apply for an extension of time of registration of the 
debentures, and this is a proper case for the court to grant such 
extension of time. I accordingly extend the time for the registration 
of all the debentures of the company for a period of fourteen days, 
subject to the usual conditions.—Counsrt, Fairfax Luxmoore. 
SoLicirors, Attwater & Liell. 


[Reported by L. M, May, Barrister-at-Law.} 


DAVIES v. CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF LONDON. 
Warrington, J. 24th Feb, 


Loca. GoverNMeNT—Street Wipenitnc—Compunsory PurcHAase— 
Extent or Powers—Part or A Housk—Metroproiitan Pavine Act, 
1817 (57 Gro. 3, c. 29, ss. 80, 82). 

A corporation gave notice to the lessees of certain houses to treat for 
the purchase of the front part of the houses for the purpose of widen- 
ng the street, under the provisions of section 80 of 57 Geo. 3, c. 29. 
The lessees were not willing to treat for the sale of part of the houses, 
but required the corporation to purchase the whole. 


Held, that the corporation could not compulsorily purchase a part 
only of the houses if the effect would be to destroy the identity of the 
building as a house, and to leave something which could not be used 
jor the purpose for which the house was used before, and which would 
he cosstiallly different in its character and condition from whut the 
house was before. 


On the 19th of March, 1912, the defendants, purporting to act under 
the provisions of Michael Angelo Taylor's Act, gave notice to the 
Plaintiffs to treat for the compulsory sale of their interest in a strip 
of land and the buildings thereon, 8 ft. 2 in. wide at one end and Q ft. 
1l in. wide at the other, being the front part of Nos. 56.and 57, Fleet- 
street, of which the plaintiffs were lessees. The plaintiffs objected to 
the defendants taking a part only of the houses, and claimed an in- 
junction restraining the defendants from proceeding on their notice to 
teat. Section 80 of the Act provides ‘‘that if any houses, walls, 





buildings, lands, tenements, and hereditaments, or any part thereof, 
shall be adjudged by the said Commissioners . . . to project into, 
obstruct, or prevent them from so widening . . . the said streets... 
and that the possession . . . of such houses, walls, buildings . . . will 
be necessary for that purpose, ll and may be lawful for the said 
Commissioners . . . to treat, contract, and agree . with the several 

. owners... occupiers of ¢ such houses, walle, buildings... 
of whatsoever nature, tenure, kind, or quality, for the purpose afore- 
said? ...”’ Section 82 provides that if any... persons seised or 
posscece d of or interested in ar y such houses, buildings . . shall refuse 
to treat . . . it shall be lawful for the said Commissioners . . . to issue 
a warrant . directed to the Sheriff who is hereby authorised 
... to impanel...a jury... and the said jury... shall in- 
quire of the value of such houses, buildings, lands ... and of the 
proportionable value of the respective . interests of all . . . persons 
; interested therein, or of or in any part or parts thereof, and 
shall assess and award the. . sums to be paid to such... peisons 
; which . . . verdicts... shall be binding and conclusive to all 
intents and purposes whatsoever. . . .” 

Wakrincton, J., said that the removal of the strip in question, if 
nothing more were done, would destroy the identity of the building as w 
house. By the expenditure of a sum estimated at between £2,000 and 
£3,000 the house might be so reconstructed as to be again made suitable 
for a purpose similar to that for which it had hitherto been used, but 
not, as regards the upper floors at all events, for the same purposes, 
inasmuch as the alteration in size and arrangement would be such 
that he doubted if they could be let to the same class of tenant as 
that to which the existing rooms were let. The freeholdeis had made 
their claim on the footing of the notice to treat; in other words, weie 
willing. to sell the part without the whole. It was contended that this 
was a material circumstance telling against the plaintiffs’ claim. He 
cou.d not see that. He had only to deal with the question whether the 
plaintiffs could be compelled to sell their interest, not with the position 
of the fieeholders. The powers of the defendants were derived from 
Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act, sections 80 and 82. It could not, in his 
opinion, be held, at any rate in a court of first instance, that under no 
circumstances was it competent to the authority to adjudge that the 
purchase of a part only of a house was necessary for the widening. 
That it might be competent f the authority to make such an 
adjudication, if the facts were such that the conclusion could honestly 
be justified, seemed to him to follow fiom the judgments in V'homas 
v. Daw (2 Ch. App. 1), Gard v. London Commissioners of Sewers 
(28 Ch. D. 486), and Gordon v. Vestry of St. Mary {hhotts, Kensington 
(1894, 2 Q. B. 742). But in order to justify the taking of a part only, 
the facts muet be such that persons acting in a quasi-judicial capacity 
could honestly come to the conclugion that it was unnecessary to take 
the whole. Could euch a conclusion be come to, where, as in the 
present case, the taking of the part would destioy the house as a house? 
In his opinion, it clearly could not. Cave, J., in Gordon vy. Vestry of 
St. Mary Abbotts, Kensington, said :—‘ It (the Act) does not con- 
template that part of a houce may be taken in the sense that the owner 
shall be left with eomething which is not a house, which cannot be used 
for the purpose for which the house was used before, and which is 
essentially different in its character and condition from what the house 
was before.”’ The judgment of Stirling, J., in Gibbons v. Paddington 
Vestry (1900, 2 Ch. 794) was also in point. The fact that by a recon 
struction the mutilated carcace might again be converted into a house, 
even of substantially the same character as before, seemed to him to be 
immaterial. The owner could net be compelled to effect such recon 
struction. In his opinion, the adjudication in question was not one 
which could properly be made. It had been said that there was 
another line of cases with which those to which he had referred could 
not be reconciled. He referred to those in which it had been held that 
an owner was entitled to require the authority to take a part only, 
where what was left could be rendered useful as a house, and the 
owner was desirous of retaining it. Examples of such cases were 
Teuliere v. Vestry of St. Mary Abbotts, Kensington (30 Ch. D. 642), 
Aldis v London Corporation (1899. 2 Ch. 169), and Denman d& Co. 
(Limited) v. Westminster Corporation (1906, 1 Ch. 464). He saw no 
inconsistency in the two classes of decisions if care were taken not to 
lose sight of the words of the Act. The authority had to adjudicate 
that the purchase of the whole or a part was necessary for the widen 
ing. He saw no reason for confining the meaning of the word 
‘necessary ’’ to physical necessity. It might be necessary to take the 
whole if the owner would not rebuild; it might be unnecessary if he 
would, and if the house so rebuilt would be eubstantially useful. In 
other words, the wishes and intention of the owner as well as the 
phyeical condition of the house might be circumstances to be taken 
into account by the authority making the adjudication.—CounseL, 
Terrell, K.C., and Munro; Cave, K.C., John Henderson, and W. EB. B. 
Henderson. Soricivors, A. Lb. Sydney; The City Solicite 


[Reported by J. B. C. Trecanruen, Barrister-at-Law.} 


ETHERIDGE v. CENTRAL URUGUAY NORTHERN EXTENSION 
RAILWAY CO. (LIM.). Joyce, J. 14th, 23th, and 26th Feb. 
ComMPANY—MEMORANDUM OF ASSOCIATION—SALE OF UNDERTAKING FOR 
SHares—SpectaL ResontuTion NecrssARy TO SANCTION SaLe—Com 

PANIES (ConsOLIDATION) Act, 1908 (8 Ep. 7, c. 69). 

The sale of the assets and undertaking of a company for shares to be 
distributed among the shareholders of the original company requires, 
by virtue of section 192 of the Companics Act, 1908, tu be sanctioned by 
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High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
COUCH AND OTHERS. Div. Court, 3lst Jan. 


Court — PRoMIssory Nore — 
NECESSITY FOR PLEADING. 


PRITCHARD ». 
Practice AND PRocepURE — CoUNTY 
PayaBLe AT A ParticuLaR Pace 
In an action as a promissory note in the county court the defendant 
wished to take the~ point that the note was payable at a purticulap 
place and that it had not been duly presented for payment. The 
county court judge held that this was a statutory defence and that, 
13 no notice had been given of it, the defendant could not take the 
nt 
Held, that by of seclion BT of the Bills of Kachai ye Act, 
1882, due presentment for payment was of the essence of the plaintiff 
xo was not a statutory defence of which the 


virtue 
COU of action, and 
defendant need give notice. 

This was an appeal from a decision of His Honour Judge Kelly 
sitting at Cardiff County Court. The action was brought by David 
Stanley Pritchard as indorsee of the following promicsory note; 
‘ 26th Feb., 1912. £35 Os. Od. Mrs. E. Couch, 11, Borstal-avenue, 
Cardiff. Mr. H. J. Skrine, 10, Aldersgrove-road, Porth. Three 
months after date we jointly and severally promise to pay to the 
order of Messrs. Dix & Co., of 36, Pen-y-law-road, Cardiff, at their 
said address the sum of £35 Os. Od. value received.—Elsie Couch, 
Herbert J. Skrine. (Endorsed) Dix & Co.,’”’ against the said makers 
and indorsers of the note. The action was commenced in the High 
Court and after defence was delivered the action was remitted to the 
county Neither on the specially endorsed writ nor in the 
defence was there any pleading as to presentment for payment 
Counsel for the defendant Skrine etated that he wished to take the 
point that there had been no presentation of the note made at the 
The county court judge held that this 
given of it, 


court. 


named in the note. 

was a statutory defence, and as no notice had been 

he refused to allow it to be raised and gave judgment for the plain- 

tiff. The defendant Skrine appealed. 

that the matter would have to go back to the 
By eection 87 of The Bills of Exchange Act, 

ha 


uldress 


tipLey, J., said 
county court judge. 
1882, as the note was made payable at a particular place, it 
be presented for payment at that place in order to render the 
And his belief was that the Common ‘Law was th 
In point of fact the statement of claim endorsed on the 
nothing about presentment for payment. The defendant pleaded to 
the statement of claim before the case was remitted to the county « 
In his defence he did net raise the question as to whether the m 
had been presented. If the case had been taken in the High C 
the defendant’s pleading would have been in order. 
defendant could have objected that presentment for payment was not 
proved, which was necessary under this statute. The matter turned on 

nice distinction as to the effect of Ord. 19, ss. 14 and 15 

f the Rules of the Supreme Court. He was inclined to think tha 
presentment for payment need not be distinctly specified by either 
the plaintiff or the defendant as a condition precedent. Yet whatevei 
the essence of a cause of action must be pleaded. As pre 
sentment for payment here was of the essence of the cause of action 
it ought, to have been pleaded by the plaintiff. In his opinion, there 
fore, the defendant in not pleading presentment for payment was not 
offending against O. 19, r. 15, which required that he must raise by his 
pleading all matters which showed the action not to be maintainable. 
In this case he thought it appeared that the plaintiff had himself to 
blame because he had not set out what was of the essence of the cause 
of action. And after referring to the judgment of Halsbury, L.( 
Brunning v. Odhams Brothers (13 T. L. R. 65), he said that 
plaintiff ought to have proved that the note was duly presented Tol 
payment at this addregs, or that, if not, there was an excuse for such 
If, then, this case had been tried in the 
have supported the decieion. In the 
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He thought, therefore, that the defendant ought to be at libe 
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v. Peacock (1897, 2 Q. B. 6), where a workman who had a complet: 

of action did not comply with a statutory condition as to giving ™ 
within a specified time There the cause of action was complete et ugh, 
but there was an inability to make use of it. Brutton v. Branson 
1898, 2 Q. B. 219) was a case in which, again, the plaintiff ha 
omy} lete cavee of tion because there h 1d been a contract made 

i breach of it, but the plaintiff had not got that memorandum in 
writing which the Statute of Frauds or the Sale of Goods Act required. 
It was held in the firet of these cases that the fact that the notice was 
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not given in time, and in the second that the fact that the contract 
had not been recorded, were defences available to the defendant to 
get rid of a perfectly good cause of action. Where, however, a 
¢tatute makes it part of the plaintiff's case to do any act such as 
giving notice of the dishonour of a bill or presenting it for payment, 
then if he does not do the act he has only an incomplete cause of 
action, which is the same as eaying that he has no cause of action 
at all, and the defendant is entitled to set up the failure of the 
plaintiff to comply with the statutory requirement without giving 
notice of his intention of eo doing, because, although in a sense it 
is a defence, it is not a shield against a complete cause of action, 
but rather a way of proving that the plaintiff’s cause of action is not 
complete, which is a different thing. I am therefore of opinion that 
the failure of the plaintiff to present the note at the specified place 
was not a statutory defence, and that the defendant was accordingly 
not obliged to give notice of it. With regard to the other point, as to 
the pleadings in an action in the High Court, I agree with what my 
brother has said. Counser, Lincoln Reed; James. Soricrrors, Wrent- 
more d: Son, for Thomas John & Evans, Cardiff; Rossiter d&: Odell for 
D. J. Davies, Cardiff. 
[Reported by C. G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re COTTON (Deceased). Ex parle COOKE. C.A. No. 1. 7th Feb. 


Upon this case coming on for hearing upon appeal further evidence | 
on affidavits was admitted, with the result that the appeal was allowed ! 
on the facts, and the decision of the Divisional Court (Phillimore and | 


Bucknill, JJ.) given upon the 18th of December, 1912 (reported ante, 
p. 174) was reversed. 


te BELTON. Ex parte BOLTON. 
24th Feb, 
BaNKRUPTCY—LUNATIC NOT SO FOUND BY INQUISITION—RECEIVERSHIP 
OrpEeR In LuNacy—Power or BanKRuptTCy Court TO MAKE RECEIVING 
Orper—Lunacy Act, 1890 (53 Vict. c. 5), s. 116, suB-sEcTION 1 (c). 


Phillimore and Lush, JJ. 


A lunatic not so found by inquisition can be made bankrupt for non- | 


compliance with a bankruptcy notice. The fact that a receiver has 
been appointed to receive the interest and dividends of the lunatic is 
no reagson why a rece iving orde r should not he made so long as the orde r 
appointing such receiver does not vest the whole of the debtor's pro- 
perty in the receiver, leaving no estate of which a trustee in bankruptcy 
can take possession. 

Appeal against a receiving order made by the registrar of the county 
court at Hastings by the wife of the debtor, who had been appointed 
under rule 271 to represent or act for the debtor, he being a lunatic 
not so found by inquisition. On the 8th of October, 1910, the debtor’s 
wife was appointed receiver of the debtor’s income and dividends under 
section 116, sub-section 1 (c) of the Lunacy Act, 1890, he being then 
a person lawfully detained as a lunatic, though not so found by inquisi- 
tion. The debtor was discharged from custody as cured in June, 1911, 
but no steps had ever been taken to discharge the receivership order. 
The petitioning creditor obtained judgment against the debtor upon the 
l6th of August, 1912, and issued a bankruptcy notice thereon, with 
which the debtor failed to comply. A petition was thereupon presented, 
and a receiving order was made thereon upon the 15th of January, 
1913. Counsel for the appellant submitted that, as long as the order 
appointing the wife receiver was in force, it precluded a trustee *n 
bankruptcy from getting in the estate, and therefore a receiving order 
was a vain thing: Re Betts (1897, 1 Q. B. 50). The court raised the 
further point as to whether a lunatic can commit an act of bankruptcy 


by non-compliance with a bankruptcy notice, especially in a case where | We laimi l inst, tl 1 1 adult 
, : : eb : a ° . | 5 > . in é ng damages agains > allegea at rer. 
all his assets are vested in a receiver and compliance with the notice is | the petitioner, and claiming damages against, the allege uduilte 


impossible. Counsel for the respondent contended that a lunatic can 


commit any act of bankruptcy which does not involve intention on his | 


part. The Bankruptcy Act says nothing about its being in the power 
of a debtor to comply with a bankruptcy notice; mere non-compliance 
(whether it is in the debtor’s power or not to obey the notice) consti- 
tutes an act of bankruptcy. In the present case the debtor was no 
longer a lunatic, as he had been discharged as sane in June, 1911. As 
to the receiving order being a vain thing, the receivership order did 
not cover the whole of the debtor’s property and only includes what it 
specifies, viz., income and dividends, not corpus. Further, a trustee in 
bankruptcy would be in a position to apply to discharge the receiver- 
ship order, which a creditor could not do. They cited Re Farnham 
(No. 2) (1896, 1 Ch. 836), Re Clarke (1898, 1 Ch. 336), Re Brown (1900, 
1 Ch. 489), and Davies v. Thomas (1900, 2 Ch. 462). 

Puittimore, J. : There are two grounds of appeal in this case—firstly 
that the debtor cannot be made bankrupt because he is a lunatic, 
secondly that it is idle to make a receiving order because the trustee 
cannot get in the estate. As to the first point, it may be that a lunatic 
80 found by inquisition cannot be made bankrupt except upon the prayer 
of his committee: but here we have not to deal with a lunatic so found, 
but with a person who, at the date when the order in lunacy was made, 
was “lawfully detained as a lunatic, though not so found by 
inquisition’? (Lunacy Act, 1890, section 116, sub-section 1 (c)). Appar- 
ently the debtor is no longer so detained and is no longer to be deemed 
a lunatic, vet the order of receivership is still in force. There is no 
proof that he is such a lunatic that he cannot be made bankrupt, and 
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therefore there is no reason on the first ground for interfering with 
the receiving order. As to the second point, it is quite clear that this 
particular order does not vest the corpus in the receiver; it only gives 
a right to the produce. There is nothing to prevent the debtor assign- 
ing the corpus subject to this order, and I am therefore of opinion that 
there is estate of which a trustee in bankruptcy can take possession. 

Lusn, J.: I agree. If this order had been so framed as to sweep all 
the debtor’s property within its scope, then there would have been 
some force in the appellant’s argument; but it is limited to dividends 
and income, so there is no reason why a receiving order should not be 
made. 

Tue Covrt affirmed the receiving order, but in view of the debtor 
having been at times a lunatic, directed the official receiver not to 
require the debtor to submit to preliminary or public examination, or 
to make out a statement of affairs, without first obtaining the leave of 
the judge of the county court.—CounseL, Tindale Davis ; Clayton, K.C., 
and Frank Mellor. So.icrrors, Withall & Withall; David Davis. 

[Reported by P. M. Francke, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 


N. v. N. 18th Feb. 

Jupric1aAL SeEPARATION—CLAIM FOR DAMAGES IN ANSWER—MATRIMONIAL 
Causes Acr, 1857 (20 & 21 Vier. c. 85), ss. 22 & 33—MAtTRIMONIAL 
Causes Act, 1866 (29 & 30 Vicr. c. 32), s. 2. 

A hushand, in his answer to his wife's petition for) udicial separation, 
which he resists on the ground of her adultery, may claim damages 
against the alle ged adulterer. 


Evans, P. 


The wife firet filed her petitions for dissolution of marriage. The 
respondent husband objected to the jurisdiction on the ground of his 
(foreign) domicile. An act on petition raising this plea having been 
decided in his favour, the wife amended the prayer of her petition by 
claiming a judicial separation. The husband tendered an answer 
traversing the allegations in the petition, countercharging adultery of 
The Registrar refused to allow the answer to be filed, on the ground 
that the claim for damages should be the subject of a fresh petition 
Counsel for the husband applied ex parte for leave to file the answer as 
it stood. 

Evans, P., read section 33 of the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1857 
(20 & 21 Vict. ec. 85), and considered the due meaning of the word 
‘‘ petition’? in that section. He further read section 22 of the same 
Act, which deals with ‘‘ all suits and proceedings to dissolve any 


| marriage,’”’? and compared it with section 2 of the Matrimonial Causes 


Act. 1866 (29 & W Vict. c. 32), which relates to ‘‘ any suit instituted 
for dissolution of marriage.’’ He considered the practice of the Eccle- 
eiastical Courts as to granting relief against an original libellant, and 
having ascertained that considerable expense would thereby be saved, 
he gave leave to file the answer as it stood, with a claim for damages 
against the alleged adulterer, upon whom he directed it should be 
served. He further directed that the delivery of a copy of the answer 
to the solicitors for the wife should be sufficient notice to her.— 
Covunset, for the husband, W. Rayden. Soricrrors, F. O. Chinner & 
Co 
[Reported by C. P. Hawkes, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Mr. J. W. Salmond, Solicitor-General of New Zealand, will deliver 
at University College, on the 14th of March, a lecture on ‘‘ Citizen- 
ship in Ancient and Modern Law.”’ Mr. Mackenzie, the High Com- 
missioner for New Zealand, will take the chair. 
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Benson, P. J. Blake, G.°E. Branson, 8. H. Clay, J. C. Clegg, ¢. 

| Stanley Coombe, P. B. Coward (Rotherham), George Denton, F 
Dingle, Arthur Neal. J. H. Pawson (Doneaster), D. H. Porrett 
Pye-Smith, Henry Reed, E. J. F. Rideal (Barnsley), H. A 
Chesterfield Arnold Slater, P. CG. Smith, H. R. Vickers 

Wils 


A vote of thanks to the chairman concluded the meeting 


The Union Society of London. 


The seventeenth meeting of the 1912-1913 session was held at 3n, 
King’s Bench-walk, Temple, on Wednesday, the 5th of March, at 
8 p.m. The president, Mr. George F. Kingham, was in the chair, 
Mr. Louis Draper moved the following motion: ‘‘ That the time has 
arrived for the State to take over the ownership of railways.’ 

F. G. Enness opposed. The following members also spoke : q 
Baker, A. G. R. Hickes, E. P. Doyle, H. Geen, W. R. Willson, 


leon, C. F. Woodbridge, Dr. Schinmenter-Marshal, S. Croft, aud 


innual ladies’ night debate will be held in the Old Hall, Lincoln's 
Inn, on Tuesday, the 11th of March, at 8 p.m. The subject for debate 
is ‘‘ That the family is no longer helpful towards social progress, but is 
1 hindrance to the development of the individual and a check to 
national advancement.”’ 


United Law Society. 


A meeting of the above Society was held on Monday, 3rd of March, 
3, King’s Bench Walk, Temple, E.C. Mr. Thomas Hynes moved 
[That this House approves of the land policy of the Government 

Mr. C. P. Kains Jackson opposed. The following gentlemen also 
spoke :—Messrs. R. Primrose, A. T. Settle, R. Turnbull, J. W. Weigall 


The motion was irried by one vote. 


at 





“The Evesham Custom.” 


At a meeting of the Farmers’ Club at the Hotel Metropole, on Mon- 
day, says the 7'imes, Mr. Raymond Webb, of Evesham, read a paper on 

The Evesham Custom.’’ 

Forty years ago, he said, the area under market garden cultivation in 
the immediate district of Evesham was estimated at about a thousand 
acres. To-day it was at least ten thousand acres. The ‘‘ Evesham 
meant that a tenant who wished to realise his interest in a 
market garden holding found his own incoming tenant and struck his 
bargain for tenant right with him direct. The landlord was not con 
at all except that he had the option of declining to approve 
of the incoming tenant. Mr. Webb pointed out that the system tended 
to maintain land in a high state of cultivation. From the landloid’s 
point of view, too, the system worked satisfactorily. It relieved him 
of liability to compensate the tenant direct, unless he himself required 
possession of the land for his own purposes, when he must in fairness 
be prepared to pay by valuation for the tenant’s improvements. It 
further relieved him of the worry, expense, and in many cases the 
friction attendant upon a valuation. There were cases where con- 
farms had been let under the provisione of the ‘‘ Evesham 
‘which had worked so well with regard to small holdings that 
it was sometimes suggested that it should have a larger application 

In the discuseion, Mr. W. J. Darrell said he had long since come to 
the conclusion that the ‘‘ Evesham custom’”’ was at once the soundest 
and simplest form of land tenure in existence. 

J. Aubrey Spencer said the weak point was the legal foundation 

» custom, which was a little bit shaky, and might be upset at 

e time. If the custom were extended to the country as a whole, 

there must be some form of fixing rent, and that would require a goed 
deal of consideration. 

Sir Sydney Olivier (Permanent Secretary to the Board of Agriculture) 
said that in any custom like that of Evesham it was obvious that the 
question of rent must come into play. If they had a form of cultiva 
tion such as fruit-growing, on which a large amount of capital was 
used, there must be a tendency to reduce the rent and to limit the 
owner’s interest to that of the owner of a rent-charge. If small hold 
ings were developed in this country and intensive cultivation extended, 
some such system as this would, he thought, be bound to extend. 

The Chairman (Mr. W. Ankers Simmons) eaid that in Evesham the 
conditions were so favourable that there would always be ten people 
ready to step into a holding when it became vacant, but there 
districts where it would be extraordinarily difficult to get a man 
take over a tenancy. 

Mr. Webb, in replying to the discussion, explained that no ep* 
method of fixing the rent was followed in Evesham, and ther 
to prevent the landlord from raising it. 
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In October, 1911, after a fire in Middle Temple-lane, the authorities 


6. That Mr. Edward Bramle elected the hon. eecretary of the | of the Middle Temple repudiated the jurisdiction of the City Coroner 


society, and that M Stanley yom | be re appointed ass stant 
secretary for the ensuing year 

7. That the following gentlemen be hereby 
committee for the ensuing year :—Messrs 


appointed to act on the 
Jonathan Barber, Reginald 


| 


to hold a fire inquest therein. The Corporation has now, says the 
Times, obtained the opinion of Mr. Danckwerts, K.C., that the coroner's 
jurisdiction under the City of London Fire Inquests Act, 1883, extends 
to the Middle Temple. 
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Law Students’ Journal. 
Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupents’ Desatine Soctery.—March 4.—Chairman, Mr. W. S. 
Jones.—The subject for debate was: “‘ That corporal punishment of 
criminals should be abolished.’’ Mr. C. F. King opened in the affirma. 
tive, Mr. G. E. Shrimpton opened in the negative. The following mem- 
bers continued the debate : Messrs. W. P. Bennett, E. C. Large, R. F. 
Mattingly, F. Burgis, H. G. Meyer, N. Blanco White, H. K. Turner, 
W. M. Pleadwell, H. Cooke, J. A. Paine, and D. L. Strelitskie. The 
motion was lost by eleven votes. 





Companies. 
Britannic Assurance Co. 


The forty-seventh ordinary general meeting of the shareholders of the 
company was held at the chief offices, Birmingham, on the 28th ult., 
Mr. F. T. Jefferson, chairman and managing director, presiding. The 
report for 1912 states that, notwithstanding a substantial increase in 
the amount distributed by way of claims, the net result of the year’s 
transactions has been the addition of £313,051 to the accumulated 
funds, which now amount to £3,286,905. The directors also refer with 
pleasure to the results of the annual valuation reported by Mr. Ackland, 
which enable them to announce an increased bonus to participating 
policy-holders in the Ordinary branch, and an allotment of bonus to 
claimants under industrial policies. The gross income from all sources 
for the year was £1,383,614, an increase of £40,407, as compared with 


1911. 





Prudential Assurance Co., Ltd. 


The sixty-fourth annual report of the above company will be found 
on page 350. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Justice Parker has been appointed to be a Loid of Appeal in 
Ordinary in succession to Lord Macnaghten. The new Lord of 
Appeal graduated at King’s College, Cambridge, with a first class in the 
first division of the Classical Tripos, and was called to the Bar at 
Lincoln in 1883. On the appointment of Mr. Justice Joyce to the 
Bench in 1900, he succeeded to the post of Junior Counsel to the 
Treasury, and was appointed a judge of the Chancery Division in 1906. 


Mr. C. H. Sarcant, of Lincoln’s Inn, has been appointed one of the 
Justices of the High Court, Chancery Division. Mr. Sargant, who 
now succeeds the new Lord of Appeal in Ordinary as a judge of the 
Chancery Division, also succeeded him as Junior Equity Counsel to 
the Treasury. The new judge is the second son of the late Mr. Henry 
Sargant, barrister-at-law, of Lincoln’s Inn, and was born in 1856. He 
was educated at Rugby, and was a scholar of New College, Oxford, 
where he took his degree in 1879. He was called to the Bar by 
Lincoln’s Inn in 1882. 


Mr. Geratp Avusrey Goopman (Attorney-General, Barbados), has 
been appointed to be Attorney-General of the Straits Settlementée. 


| te — ee | 


General. 


The defence raised in a recent trial at the Manchester Winter 
Assizes is, says the J'imes, believed to be a new one, for no similar 
defence is to be found in the reports. Thomas Cunliffe was charged 
before Mr. Justice Bailhache and a jury with bigamy. He married 
Emily Greenwood on the 26th of March, 1910, and then married 
Mary Fletcher on the 24th of June, 1911, Emily Greenwood being still 
alive. The prisoner’s defence was that at the time he married Emily 
Greenwood he believed her to be a widow, but after the marriage 
heard from Greenwood’s cousin that her first husband, who had been 
absent seventeen years, was alive in America, but as to when he was 
last seen alive it was not clear. There was no evidence as to this 
but the prisoner’s own story told in the box. The prisoner left Green- 
wood and a few months afterwards married Fletcher, wherefor he was 
now indicted for bigamy. Mr. Derbyshire appeared for the Crown and 
referred to Regina v. Tolson (23 Q. B. D. 168). Mr. Justice Bailhache 
directed the jury that if they came to the conclusion that the prisoner 
honestly and on reasonable grounds believed at the time of his second 
marriage that Greenwood’s Tachend was still alive when the prisoner 
married Greenwood, i.e, believed that his marriage with Greenwood 
was invalid, they should find the prisoner not guilty. A verdict of not 
guilty was returned, 


In reply to a letter from a correspondent regarding the circum- 
stances attending the release of Miss Lilian Lenton, a prisoner on 
remand charged with arson at Kew, the following letter has been sent 
from the Home Office :—‘‘ Dear Sir,—I am desired by the Home Secre- 
tary to say that Lilian Lenton was reported by the medical officer at 
Holloway Prison last Sunday to be in a state of collapse and in im- 
minent danger of death consequent upon her refusal to take food. 
Three courses were open :—(1) To leave her to die; (2) to attempt to 
feed her forcibly, which the medical officer advised would probably 
entanH death in her existing condition; (3) to release her on her under- 
taking that she would surrender herself for the further hearing of her 
case. The Home Secretary adopted the last course. On the further 
hearing of her case before the Richmond magistrates on Thursday she 
was still so seriously ill as to be unable to attend. The magistrates 
would have had a perfect right to issue a warrant for her arrest. In 
view of her condition they properly refrained from doing so, and con- 
tended themselves with comments on the Home Secretary’s action. If 
the necessity should arise, it is always open to the magistrates to issue 
a fresh warrant, which, it is believed, the police would have no diffi- 
culty in executing.—Yours faithfully, F. W. Harris.” 








Why Pay Rent’? Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the ScorrisH TemMPEeRANCE Lire Assurance Co. (Liuttrep). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C, ’Phone 6002 Bank.—Advt. 


Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota ov Reoisteans ts ATTENDANCE On 


Mr. Justice 


EMFRGENCY a goer Mr. Justice 
o. 


Date. Rota, Joroz. Swixvew Eavr 
Monday Mar. 10 Mr Bloxam Mr Church Mr Jolly Mr Leach 
Tuesday ...... J] Jolly Farmer Greswell Goldschmidt 
Wednesday ... 12 Greswell Synge Borrer Church 
Thursday ...... 13 Leach Jolly Synge Greswell 
Friday ......... 14 Borrer Bloxam Farmer Jolly 
Saturday ...... 15 Goldschmidt Greswell Bloxam Borrer 

Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 

Date. Wansixoror. Nxvitye. Parkes. Eves. 
Monday Mar. 10 Mr Greswell Mr Goldschmidt Mr Farmer Mr Synge 
Tuesday ...... 11 Church Bloxam Synge Borrer 
Wednesday ... 12 Leach Farmer Bloxam Jolly 
Thursday...... 13 Borrer Church Goldschmidt Bloxam 
Friday’ ......... 14 Synge Greswell Leach Goldschmidt 
Saturday ...... 15 Jolly Leach Church Leach 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 

March 11.—Mesers. Rocsrs, Casrmax, & Taomas, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold 
Ground Renta, Leasehold Residence, &c. (see advertiseme.t, page iii, March 1). 

March 12.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Crawrrecop, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Premises 
and Prorerties, and Leasehold Ground Rgnts and Premises (see advertisement, back 
page, March 1). 

March 12.—Messrs. Teoutore, at the Mart, at 2; Town Houses, &c. (ses advertise- 
ment, page iii, thia week). 

March 17.—Mr. Wu. Hovearton, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold and Leasehold Proper- 


ties (see advertisement, page iii, this week). 


Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—FRIDAY, Feb. 28. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Luoarep rm Omaworey. 


A. RupEBERG & Co, LtpD.—Petn for winding-up, presented Feb 21, directed to be heard 
Mar 11. Westbury & Co, 40,0ld Bioad st, solors for the petnrs. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon of Mar 10. 

AFRIC\N AVIATION SYNDICATE, LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are 
required, on or before April 7, to send in their names and addresses, and particulars of 
their debts or claims, to John Henry Anneveld, 8, Albemarle mans, Holluway rd, N., 
liquidator. 

CAPE CART Hoop Co, Lrp.—Petn for winding-up, presented Feb 20, directed to be heard 
on Mar 11. Jaques & Co., 8, Ely p!, agents for Watson & Co, Bradford, solors: for the 
petnrs. Notice of appearing must reach the-above named nvt later than six 0 clock in 
the afternoon of Mar 10. 

COMPANIA DE AGUARDIENTE DE NICARAGUA, LTD (IN LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are 
required, on or before April 10, to send in their names and addresses, and all 
particulars of their debts or claims, to A. R. Bennett, 65, Bishopsgate, liquidator. 

FRENCH SHALE OL AND COAL Co, Ltp (IN LiquipaTION).—Creditors are required, on 
or before April 14, to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to E. G. Eagar, 65, Bishopsgate, liquidator. 

JAMES LowE, Ltp.—Creditors are required, ou or before Mar 7, to send in their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edward Paterson, 105, 
King st, Manchester, liquidator. 

NATIONAL « TOBACCO; COMPANY OF NICARAGUA, Lp (IN LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are 
required, on or before April 10, to send in their names and addresses, and the par- 


ticulars of their debts or claims, to H,; R. Bennett, 65, Bishopsgate, liquidator. 
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STANDARD FINANCIAL ASSOCIATION LtTD.—Petn for’ winding up, presented Feb 24’ 
directed to be heard Mar 11. Ranger & Co, 17, Fenchurch st, solors for the petnr. 
Notice of appearipg must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the | 
afternoon of Mar 10. 

YENiser Copper Co, Lrp.—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 24, directed to be 
heard Mar 11 Swepstone & Co,9, St. Helen's pl, solors for the petnrs. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon of 
Mar 10. 


COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER, 


LIMITED IN CHANCERY, 


ROSSENDALE BELTING Co, Ltp.—Petn for winding-up, presented Feb 20, directed to be | 


heard at St. George's Hall, Liverpool, Mar 17. Pennington & Higson, 36, Dale st, 
Liverp ol, solors fur the petnrs. Notice of appearing must reach the above named 
not later than two o'clock in the afternvon of Mar 15, 


wondon Gazette—TUESDAY,~ Mar. ‘4, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


AFRICAN AND COLONTAL Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 31, to send 
in their names and addresses and the parti ulars of their debts or, claims, to Arthur 
Goddard, 46 and 47, Londun Wall. Payne, solor for the liquidator. 


BELMONT GoLD Mine‘ Lip.—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 10, to send 
in their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or,claims, t» William 
Swan, 31, Mosley st, Newcastle upon Tyne, liquidator. 


Drosornore Co, Ltp —Creditors are required, on or before Mar 20, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of thelr debts or claims, to Henry Hill, 
30, Spring gdas, Manchester. Fieldhouse, Manchester solor for the liquidator. 


HEATH'S GARAGE, Ltp.—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 12, directed to be heard 
at the Court House, Corporation st, Birmingham, on Mar 13, at 10.30 o'clock. Duggan 
& Elton, 483, Cannon st, Birmingham, solors for the petnr. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon of Mar 12. 

Lreps IHyarenic INstiruTe. Ltp.—Petn for winding-up, presented Jan 28, directed to 
be heard at the Court House, Westgate rd, Newcastie-upon-Tyne, Mar 13. Watson 
& Co, Pilgrim House, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Motic+ of appearing must reach the 
above named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon of Mar 12. 


LONDON CHROVE TANNERY, LTD (IN LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on or 
before April 17, to send the r names and addrerses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Sir William Barclay Peat, 11, Ironmonger lu. Stannard & Bosanquet, 
Eastcheap, solors for the liquidator. 


THACKRAH & Co, Ltrp.—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 29, to send their 
names and aldresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Ewart Tuackrah, 
Market p!, Dewsbury, liquidator 


WILLIAM A. CLIFFE, Lap (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on 
or before Mar 18, to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Natbaniel Duxbury, 27, Richmond ter, Blackburn, liquidator’ 


ZERNY, LTpD.—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 5, to send t*eir names and 


addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Wilfred Smailes, Ocean 
chinre, Lowgate , Kingston upon Hull, liquidator 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazetlte—FRIDAY, Feb. 28. 


Brocotoer, Lrp 

PATENT WATER HEATER Co, LTD, 

HowArD Housr, LtTp 

AUTOMATIC FIRE HYDRANT AND ENGINEERING Co, LTD, 
ZERKY, LTD 

F, W. Mayor & Co, Lrw. 

JAMES Lowk, LTD 

AFRICAN AVIATION SYNDICATE, LTD 

COMPANIA DE AGUARDIENTE DE NICARAGUA, LTD, 
NATIONAL TOBACCO COMPANY OF NIcCaRGUA, LTD, 

BERG, SHEPHERD & Co, Ltp 
FRENCH SHALE OIL AND COAL Co, aoD 
HeRTFORDSHIRE Post ANY) PRINTIC ‘ 
ALLIANCE CRADIT COMPANY OF LONDON, 





London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Mar. 4 


GREAT HAMPTON PERMANENT MoNkEY Society, Lrp, 
MALCAJIK CIGARETTE Co, LTb 

WHITEHEAD AND Woop, Lip, 

J. W. Cooper & Co, LTp. 

S. T. MIDGLEY & Sons, LTI 

ROSSENDALE BELTING Co, LTD. 

J.T. IRRLAND & Co, LTD 

WEsT AFRICAN SENTARE MINES 

IDEAL CLUB, LTp. 

FRAM STEKL AND FIREPROOF CONSTRUCTION Co, LTD 
W. WILLIaMs & Co, LTp, 

SIZE MANUFACTURING Co, LTD (Amalgamativn), 
STEAMSHIP CARLYLE Co, Lib. 

BELMONT GOLD MINK, LTD. 

ETHELBERT FostTKR, Ltp (Amalgimati -n). 
HUMBER SLATER Works Co, Lp, 

LONDON CHROME TANNERY, Liv. 

FRENCH RADIA Co, Lip, 

ASHWORTH COLLIERY Co, LTD. 

NEW ENGINE (Motor) Co, Lro. 

CENTRAL AMERICAN TRADING Co 

GORTON MANUPACTUKING Co, LTD, 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day or Cua. 


London Gazetie.—Faipary, Feb. 23, 


Bovrova tine, Countess Lupmitta Boneinsxor, Palais D’Orsay Hotel, Paris March 31 
O’Brien de Lacy v de Lizardi, Joyce and Eve, JJ Beyfus, Lincoln's inn fields 


Goppey, Hewry, Sittingbourne, Kent March 28 London and Provinces Discount Co 
(Ltd) y Godden, Parker, J Hancock, Verulam bidgs, Gray’s inn 


London Gazette.—TuxrsDAY, March 4. 


AvpaGwa, Antomto, [Panton st, Haymarket, Restaurateuar March 19 Mantell y 
Audagna and ‘Another, Swinfen Eady, J Attenborough, Piccadilly 
Breavcerrk, Witt Aspy, Austinfriars April 4 Tripcony v Beauclerk, Joyce, J 
Edmonds, Bishopagats > 
Wicurams, Partie Peacy, Gt Sutton st, Clerxsenwell April 30 Will ams v McKerrow 
Joyce, J Morley, Gresham House, Old Broad st . 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram, 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Feb. 28. 
AMBLER, HARRIET, Baildon, Yorks April 1 Newton & Co, Bradford 
ARDAGH, FRANCES JANE PROCTER, Iverna gdns, Kensington Mar 31 Slack & Co, 
| Queen Victoria st 
| BANNISTER, CHARLES ARTHUR, averley, Salop, Farmer Mar 31 Sheldon, Stour. 
bridge 

tIDMEAD, EDWARD CONNELL, Watford Mar28 Penman & Brown, Holborn viaduct 
SURBIDGE, FANNY, Southsea Mar 31 Staffurth, Bognor 

URY , ETHEL BLANCHE, Richmond Hil!,turrey Aprii 24 Salter, The Sanctuary, West- 


| F 
I 
Lb 
minster 
BUTTERWORTH, BENJAMIN, Milnrow, nr Rochdale Mar 31 
Lyne 
CLAUDET ARTHUR, CROZIER, Coleman st, Assayer 
Gordia st 
Dixon, RACHAEL, Walsall Mar 31 Cotterell, Walsall 
DONLEY, SARAH ANN, St. Margaret's, nr Dover Apri!8 Mowll, Dover 
DYKE, /AMES, Winchester, Licensed Victualler Mar 15 Harris, Winchester 
Foss, FREDERICK, Derby Mar 21 Gadsby & Co, Derby 
FRANKLIN, CONSTANCE MARY, Arkley, Barnet, Herts April 18 Abbot & Co, Bristol 
FULLER, JosEpad JOHN, Dorking, Surrey Mar3l Wesley, Dorking 
GRANT, Major, FRANCIS WILLIAM SEAFIELD, Brighton Mar 3: Bridges & Co, Rel 
Lion sq 
| HALLIWELL, THoMAS, Manchester Mar3l Preston & Smith, Manchester 
HAMPDEN, OSBERT KENN LEIGH, Hove, Sussex Mar 31 Clarkson & Co, 10, Lime st 
HAMPSON, FRANCIS ALOYSIUS, Bolton April ll Peace & Elis, Wigan 
HENSHAW, ELIZABETH, Prescot, Lanes April 12 Tyrer & Co, Liverpool 
HILL, WILLIAM, Plymouth Mar 28 Runde & McDonald, Devonport 
HUNT, GrORGIANA, Mowbray 1d, Upper Norwood Mar3i Rebder & Higgs, Mincing Jn 
KENWORTHY, CHARLES, Uppermill, Saddleworta, Yorks, Woollen Manufacturer Mar 31 
rripp, Oldham 
LANG, Roastas. Goldhurst ter, Hampstead Mar 31 Bender, King st, Covent Garden 
LAWRENCK, THOMAS JOHN, Colne st, Plaistow Mar3l1 Stern, Stratford 
LOCKHART, PETER, Carlisle, Land Agent April 4 Sewell, Cartisle 
MacNEss, ELIZABETH, Bond st, Vauxhall, Surrey April 14 Stringer & Stringer, High 
rd, Kilburn 
MARSHALL, JULIA ELIZADETH, Oxford Mar 31 Tyrwhitt & Marshall, Oxford 
MATTHEWS, JaskPH MATTHEW, Didsbury, Mauchester April 3 Makinson & Co, 
Manchester 
MAUD, WILLIAM, Blackheath Mar25 Richardson & Co, Golden sq, Rezent st 
MK®ALEY, MARTIN, Chase Town, Stafford, Builder Mar 26 Barnes & son, Lichfield 
MORGAN, FRANCES, Gateshead Mar 31 Kent, Newcastle upon Tyne 
New, ALFRED, Holloway rd, Islington, Commercial Clerk April 10 Ellen, Chancery 
In 
ODLING, JasEPH, Bushlingthorpe, Linceln, Farmer Mar 15 Toynbee & Co, Lincoln 
PARKIN, PAXTON, WILLIAM, Sharrow Bay, nr Penrith, Westmorland May 1 Bassett & 
Co, Southampton 
PARR, BEUBEN, Tennyson av, Manor Park Mar 25 Praagh & Gayler, Soffolk st, Pall 
Mal! East 
PLATT, ELIZA ANDERSON, Harrow on the Hill Mar 28 Prance, Bexhill 
PorrrigR, ANN, 3, Aden gr, Stoke Newington April 7 Wilkinson «& Co, Bedford st, 
Covent Garden 
PowLky, JAMES, Thornton Heath, Surrey Mar 29 Edridge & Newnham, Creydon 
PRINSEP, CHARLOTTE, Lichfield Mar31 Heaton & Son, Burslem, Stoke on Trent 
REID, Sir Georek, R.S.A., LL.D., Oakhill, Somerset Mar 2S Watt & Cumine, Aberdeen 
ROGERS, JAMES BARTHOLOMEW, Poole, Dors t Mar3l Trevanion & Co, roole 
ROWLEY, EMMA, Woodland rd. Upper Norwood Mar 28 Lambert, Norfolk st, Strand 
SPRATT, ISABELLA DURHAM, Teignmouth Mar 3! Jordan, & Son, Teignmouth 
STARLING, CHARLES, Church End, Finchley April1l Crook & Co, King st 
STUART, LeTITIA VILLIERS, Cranbrook, Kent April 10 Farrer & Co, Lincoln's inn 
flelds 
THRAVES, JAMES, and MARGARET THRAVES, Lenton, Nottingham, Mineral Water 
Manufacturers Mar 31 Morton, Nottingham 
TINKHAM, JAN&, Totnes, Devon April 1 Windeatt & Windeatt, Totnes 
fovEy, Ret DUNCAN CROOKES, Wo-plesdon, Surrey Mar 8 White, Guilford 
Watr, JAcon, Hoylake, Chester Mar 25 Thomp:on & Mathison, Birkenhead 
WARD, JAMES KOWLAND, 166, Piccadilly, Taxidermist Mar 31 Tooth & Bloxam, Lin- 
coln’s inn fields 
WEnRSTER, CHARLES, Halifax Mar 26 Rhodes & Son, Halifax 
WELTON, CHARLOTTE, Acton st, Gray’s Inn rd April 9 Boydell, jun, South sq, Gray's 
Inn 
WHITTLE, ALICE ANN, Halliwell, Lincs April 25 Houstoun, Dachy of Lancaster Office 
London 
WILSON, DANIEL, Camerton, Cumberland Mar 31 Mounsey & Co, Carlisle 
YATES, ELLEN FORBI s, Congleton Edge, Staffs April 10 Cooper & Co, Newcastle under 
me 


ZELLER, EMMELINE MARY VAN, Hitchin, Herts April12 Freeman & Freeman, King st 


sardsley, Ashton under 


April 12 Scadding & Bodkin 








London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Mar. 4. 


ALEXANDER, SAMUEL, St Peter's, Thanet, Kent May 5 Tamplin & Co, Fenchurch st 

BARLOW, HAROLD, Southampton May 1 Bassett & Co, Southampton 

BARNES, MARGARET ANN, Addison gdns, Kensington April 5 Merritt, Mincing In 

BATH®R, JOHN, West Derby, Liverpool April 15 Tibbits, Liverpool 

BAZLEY, THOMAS, Staverton, nr Trowbridge, Veterinary Surgeon April 7 
Mason, Pewsey, Wilts 

RINDER, HENRY, Grange, nr Rotherham April15 Smith & Co, Sheffie!d 

Bouverre, LoursA MARY YEAMES, Fairfax rd, Hampstead Mar 31 Smith & Co, Lon- 
don Wall 

30 LLEN-YouNGs, WILLIAM BULLEN, Kirkley, nr Lowe:toft April 7 Preston, Middles- 
brough 

BURTON, ELIZABETH, Nottingham Mar 22 Smith, Nottingham 

BUTCHER, ANNE, Walton on Thames, Licensed Victualler April 14 Bell, Kingston on 
Thames 

CHATTERTON, EDWARD STONHAM, Canterbury April 10 Hunter & Lawford, Basing- 
hall st 

EASTWOOD, ABRAHAM GREENWOOD, Todmorden, Solicitor April 28 Eastwoods & 
Sutcliffes, Todmorden 

Essery, WILLIAM HOWELL, Oystermouth, Glam, Coal Exporter April 15 Smith & Co, 
Swansea 

FARMER-ATKINSON, ELIZABETH, Epsom, Surrey 
Winchester st 

GILLARD, DANIEL, Manchester, Hairdresser Mar 31 Farrington, Manchester 

GORDON, MARY GEORGINA, Boulogne-sur-Mer, France Mar 31 Poole & Robinson, Union 
ct, Old Broad st 

HALL, Mary, Great Harwood, Lancs April 28 Houstoun, Duchy of Lancaster Office 


Dixon & 


April 15 Hawes & Co, Great 
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Chief Offices: 


BRITANNIC ASSURANCE COMPANY, LIMITED 


ESTABLISHED 
BROAD STREET CORNER, 


1866. 
BIRMINGHAM. 





Extracts from the DIRECTORS’ REPORT for the Year ending December 31st, 1912. 





The Directors have much pleasure in announcing that, notwithstanding a substanial 
increase in the amount distributed by way of claims, the net result of the year's 
transactions has been the addition of £313,051 to the Accumulated Funds of the 


Company. 


The Directors also refer with special pleasure to the results of the Annual Valuation, | 
which ens ble them to announce an Increased Bonus to participating Policyholders | 
| Ordinary Branch will provide a Reversionary Bonus at the 


in the Ordinary Branch ani an allotment of Bonus to Claimants under 
Industrial Policies. 
Premium Income, £1,251,669. Total Income, 
Total Claims Paid. £8,761,989. Accummulated Funds, 
ORDINARY BRANCH, Premium Income, £237,393. 
INDUSTRIAL BRANCH. Premium Income, £1,007,942. 

Jd. A. JEFFERSON, F.I1.A., Sccretary. 


£1,383 614. 
£3,286, 905. 








ANNUAL VALUATION. The Annual Valnation of the Company's Policy 
Liabilities has been made by the Consulting Actuary, Mr. T. G. Ackland, F_LA., F.F.A. 
The policies in the Ordinary Branch have been valued by a strictly net premium 
method, whilst in the Industrial Branch the whole of the policies have been valued 
by the “English Life Table, No. 6 (Males).” After miking full provision for the 
policy liabilities a gross surplus of £95,342 is brought out. 

The amount available for distribution amongst the participating Policyhoiders in the 
increased rate of 
32s. per cent. for the year to all participating Policyholders in the Immediate Protit 

Class, and make adequate provision for the Policyholders in the Accumulated Profit Class. 

It is also proposed to allot a Cash Bonus at therate of 85 per cent, upon sums 

Assured under Industrial Policies of five years’ duration and upwaras 

which become claims by death or maturity during the year commencing 10th March, 1913, 

and terminating 8th March, 1914, exce,t in cases where additions have already been 

made under the terms of the policy. 


FREDK. T. JEFFERSON, Chairman and Managing Director, 


Allied with the National Amalgamated Approved Society for National Health Insurance. 


Good openings for energetic and :espectable representatives, 











April16 Torr & Co, Bedford row 
Gane & Tattersall, Great St 


Hopson, ARTHUR Rosser, Wolverhampton 

HoMAN, JULIUS, Cumberland p!, Regent's Park 
Helens 

Hunter, ANN, Northfieet, Kent Mar 31 

INNOCENT, JOHN, Twickenham Mar 17 

Jones, BETSY, Birch grove, West Acton 


April 5 


Martin, Gravesend 
Perkins & Co, Gray's inn sq 
Mar 21 


Mar 25 


Welman & Sons, Westbourne grove 
Lewis, DAVID, Llanwinio, Carmarthea Lewis & James, Narberth, Pembroke 


MANSFELDT, JULIUS, Hamburg, Germany, Merchant Mar 31 Leader & Co, Newzate 
st 


Hatten & Co, Gravesend 
Wert Brompton, Bead Dealer 


MORRIS, JANE, Southfleet, Kent April 4 


NEWTON, JOHN FREDERICK, Hol ywood rd, 
Kingsford & Co, Essex st, Strand 


April 3 


OSBORN, EDWARD MARMADUKE, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Printers Mar 31 Lee & Co, 
Birmingham 

PAGE, MARY ANN, Rochester Aprill Prall & Co, Rochester 

PAREY, PAUL THOMAS CARL, Hamburg, Germany, Merchant April 3 Leader & Co, 


Newgate st 
Pincus, SIGISMUND BENNO, Charlottenburg, 
PRIESTLEY, ARTHUR, Radford. Nott ngham 
RIDLER, FRANCIS HENRY, Felton, Win’ord. Somerset, Mercantile Clerk Mar 31 
Sons, Bristol . 
RopinsoN, WILLIAM, Hedon, Yorks, Bricklayer April 16 Ivecon & Co, Hull 


serlin May 1 Happold, Berlin 
April8 Wel's & Hind, Nottingham 
Perham 





ROUGHTCN, HUMPHREY WENTWORTH, New Br ighton, Chester April 1 Whitley & C 


Liverpool 


ScorT, ARTHUR SOMERVILLE BISSETT, Bognor Mar 50 Drummond, Parliament st 
ScoTt, CHARLES HENRY, JP, Heaton Mersey, Lancs April 12 Risque & Robson, Man- 


chester 
SutTron, HENRY JOHN THURLE, Norbet's rd, Brockley, Kent, Railway Carciige Cleaner 


Mar 31 Foy, Walbrook 
TANFIELD, EMMA, Thornaby on Tees Yorks Mar 27 Faber & Co, Stockton on Tees 
TAYLOR, CLARA, Failsworth, Lancs Mar 31 Berry, Manchester 
TAYLOR, Mirraa Eumaneru, Kensitgton Palace gins April 15 Janson & Co, 
College hill 
TEBAY, ADAM, Oldham April 19 Baldwin & Co, Clithero 
TOLLEMACHE, ANASTASIUS EUGENE, Buntingford, Herts Mar 27 Bannister & Co 


Juhn st, Bedfor row 
TURING, Sir ROBERT FRASER, Bart, Chilgrove, Sussex 
April 30 


Mar 31 Trower & Co,5, New sq 


TWYFORD, JOHN Scott, Liverpool, Cotton Broker Harrison & Burton, Liver- 


no 
WAINWRIGHT, SARAH, Woolton, Lancs April 7 
WARE, ELLEN, Sinclair rd, West Kensington 


Woodburn & Holme, Liverpool 


April 15 Hawes & Co, Greaf Win- 





chester st 


| WILLIAMS, THOMAS, Hill Croome, Worcester, Farmer Foster, Malvern 


Mar 14 


| WILSON, EDMUND, Torquay April 15 Webster & Watson, Newton Abbot 
Whiteside, Morecambe 


| Woop, MARIANNE, Blackpool April 7 














= HUGHES, CHARLES. Preston, C.b Proprietor Preston Pet SNow,JAMEsS HENRY, Warton, Leicester, Farmer Leiceste 
ankru ptcy otices. Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb 24 
INGAMELLS, FRED, Sibsey, Lincoln, Farmer Boston Pet | TIMMINS, ALBERT, Masdorough, Yorks, Fruiterer Sheffield 
Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 
London Gazette.—FRiDAY Feb. 28. JoNES, EVAN, Brynmawr, Brecknockshire, Draper | Tucker, Ernest Firzroy Harry, Titchfield, Hants, 
— — . Tredegar Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb 24 Watchmaker Portsmouth Pet Feb 22 Ora Feb 22 
RECEIVING ORDERS. JOSEPH, SAMUEL BARNETT, Bedminster, B istol, Pawa WADE-PALMER, ROBERT REGINALD FAIRFAX, Norwich 
ASTON, ALFRED, Bristol, Meat Purveyor Bristol Pet broker Bristol Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 Norwich Pet Dec 20 Ord Feb 12 
Feb 21 Ord Feb 25 LAWS, ROBERT HENRY, Fincham, Norf ik, Tailor King’s | WHirmogr, THOMAS JAMES, Coventry, Baker Coventry 
BARTLETT, CHARLES ARTHUR BENJAMIN, Sheffield, Lyon Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 | Pet F-b 14 Ord Feb 26 
Solicitor Sheffield Pet Jin 28 Ord Feb 24 LIPSKI, ELIAS, Osborn st, Whitechapel, Draper High | WoonHatt, JoHn THOMAS, Hereford, Fried Fish Merchant 
Bass, HORACE Rycrort, Albemarle st, Ladies’ Tailor Court Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 24 Hereford Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 
High Court Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 25 MACKEY, FREDERICK WILLIAM SINCLAIR, and JOHN | ‘IRST MEETINGS 
BELTON, EDWARD J, Bl-omsbury sq, Solicitors High ARCHIBALD VictoR MACKAY, Kidderminster, Farm -rs FIRST MEETINGS. 
Kidderminster Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 ANTON, WILLIAM JAMES, Stapleton, Bristol Mar 12 at 


Court Pet Dec 18 Ord Feb 24 

BERLYN, FELIX SIMON, Mauchester, Tobacconist Man- 
chester Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 25 

BRAND, THOMAS WILLIAM. Stockton on Tees, Labourer 
Stockton on Tees Pet Feb v2 Ord Feb 22 

BRIDGER, WALTER HeENnry, Worthing, Baker 
Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 25 

BROWNING, WILLIAM, Guilford st High Court Pet July 
31 ord Feb 25 1 

CamM, RoBERT, Wakefield, Horse Keeper Wakefield Pet 
Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

CARRINGTON, BERTRAM, Barking, Essex, Baker Chelms- 
ford Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

COWLEY, FRaNCIS EDWARD, Wroughton, Wilts, Bricklayer 
swindon Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

CREASEY, TOM, and MAKK PicKWELL, Newmarket, Lincol:, 
Greengrocers Lincoln Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Dixon, WILLIAM HENRY, Devizes, Wilts Schoolmaster 
Bath Pet Feb 25 Ord Keb 25 

DOUGLASS, SYDNEY ARCHIBALD, Woolwich, Building Con- 
tractor Greenwich Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 25 

ELSTONE, JOE HEPPLESTON, Huddersfield, Teamer Hud- 
dersfield Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

EvANS, CHARLES CECIL, Margate, Licensed Victualler 


Feb 25 
MOTTERSHEAD, GEORGE 

facturer Stockport 
Brighton 
Tobacco Dealer 
Ord Feb 26 


Pet Feb 56 Ord Feb 26 
tingham Pet Feb 24 
Pet Feb 25 
Ord Feb 24 


22 Ord Feb 22 





MILLETT, WILLIAM E, Bath 


Pet Feb Ll 
NATHAN, S|(male), Howland st, To‘tenham Court rd, 
High Court 

PAGE, LEONARD GEORGE, Pa | Mall 


PATON, GEORGE LECHMERE, 


PATRICK, JOHN, Birch Vale, Derbyshire, Farmer 
port Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 26 

PAULSON, WILLIAM HENRY, Nottingham, Fruiterer 

Ord Feb 24 

PAWSON, WILLIAM Ronert, Keelby, Lincs, Baker Lincoln 

Ord Feb 25 

PEARCE, THOMAS, Rugby, Tailor 

PHILLIPS, G@ BRYDEN, Clifton rd, Maida Vale, Theatrical 
Manager High Court Pet Jan 29 

PRESTON, ARTHUR, theffield, Grocer 


RAINES, Horack OWEN, Luton, Traveller 


Bath Pet F.b 11 Ord 11.30 Of Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
BARKER, FRANK, Rochdale, Woollen Merchant Mar 11 
Rosekt, Buxton, Boot Manu at 11.30 Town Hall, Rochdale 


North Finchley, Joinery Manu- 
Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 
Ladies’ Tailor 


& Co, C A, 
Mar 11 at3 


Ord Feb 25 BARRETT 


facturers 


Pet Jan 3) Ord Feb2) | Bass, Horace Rycrort, Albemarle st, 
High Court Pet Jan Mar il at 11.30 Bankruptcy bligs, Carey st 
BELTON, EoWARD J, Bloomsbury sq, Solicitor Mar 11 at 


12 Bankraptcy bidgs, Carey st 

BRAND, THOMAS WILLIAM, stockton on Tees, Labourer 
Mar 11 at 11.30 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, 
Middlesbrough 

BRIDGER, WALTER HENRY, Worthing, Baker Mar 10 at 
2.30 Off Ree, 124, Marlborough pi. Brighton 

BROWNING, WILLIAM, Guildford st Mar Li at 11 
ruptcy bidgs, Garey st 

BUSCOMB, MONTAGUE, Helscon, Cornwall, Saddler Mar 12 
at12 Off Rec, 12, Princes st, Truro 

CLEws, ROBERT FRANK, Nottingham, Caterer Mar 8 at 11 
Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottinghsm 

COWLEY, FRANCIS EDWARD, Wroughton, Wilts, Bricklayer 
Mar ilatll O/f Rec, Regent cir, Swindon 

CREASEY, TOM, and MARK PICKWELL, New Market, Lincoln, 
Greengrocers Mar 13 at 12.30 Off Rec, 10, Bank st, 


St James st High Court 
Stock- 
Not- 
Bank- 


Coventry Pet Feb 24 
Ord Feb 26 
Sheflicld Pet Feb 


Luton Pet Feb 





Cante:bury P-tJani16 Ord Jan 16 24 Ord Feb 24 
FAULKES, ERNEST HARRY LEOPOLD, King’s Norton, Bir- | READ, HERBERT, Christian Malford, Wilts, Farmer Bath Lincola 

mingham, Grocer Birmingham Pet Feb 24 Ord Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 26 GARSIDE, GEORGE, Bradford, Moulder Mar 8 at 11 Off 
_ Feb 24 ROBERTS, MARGARET ELIZABETH, Rhyl, Flint Bangor Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 
FOSTER, WILLIAM, Auckley, nr Doncaster, Farmer Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 GATSS, GEORGE, and ARTHUR EDWARD WAITE, Hove, 
_ Sheffield Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 24 ROBERTSON, JAMES, Crawley, Sussex, Dairy Farmer Sussex, Builders Mar 10 at 11 Off Kec, 12, Marl- 
FRY, FRANK ARCHIBALD DowNgR, Newport, Isle of Wight, Brighton Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 borough pl, Brighton 

Pork Butcher Newport Pet Feb25 Ord Feb 25 RonsoN, NORMAN CHARLTON, Newcastle upon Tyne,| Gray, FRANCIS CHARLES, Hadley Wood, Middlx, Clerk 
GARSIDE, GeorGE, Bradford, Moulder Bradford Pet Fruit and Potato Merchant Newcastle upon Tyne Mar llati2 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 21 HOLMES, EpwARD JAMES, Earlsfield, Wandsworth, Tobacco 
GINN, ALFRED, Potton, Beds, Hay Merchant Bedford | Smits, EDWARD STUART INGRAM, Blackpool, Furniture Dealer Mar 10 at 11 132, York rd, Westminster 

Bridge rd 


Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 





Broker Preston ,Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 
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LipskI, EL1A8, Osborn st, Whitechapel, Draper Mar 10 at 
12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

MACKRY, FREDERICK WILLIAM SINCLAIR) and JoHN ARCAHI- 
BALD VICTOR MACKEY, Kidderminster, Farmers Mar 
10at3 Lion Motel, Kidderminster 

NATHAN, 8, Howland st, Tottenham Court rd, Tobacco 
Dealer Marifat 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

PAGE, LEONARD GeorGs, Pall Mail Mar 12at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Paws »N, WILLIAM R ‘BERT, Keelby, Lincs, Baker Mur 18 
ati2 Off Rec, 10, Bank -t, Lincoln 

PEARCE, THOMAS, Rugby, Tailor Mar 10 at 12 
8, Hizh st, Coventry 

PEEL, ALBERT EDWARD, Sheffield, Tailor’s Traveller Mar 
llatl2 Off Kec, Fivtree In, Sheffield 

PHILLIPS, G BrypeN, Clifton rd, Maida Vale Theatrical 
Manager Meri2atil Bankruptcy bldgs,Carey st 

PuTNAM, Amos, Totteridge, nr High Wycombe, Butcher 
Mar 8 at 11.30 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 

BAWLINSON, TIMOTHY. Orrell, nr Wigen, Market Gardener 
Mar 8 at 11.30 Off Rec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

RICHARDS, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Nottinghsm, Corn 
Merchant Marl0atil Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, 
Nottingham 

ROBERTS, WALTER, Maltby, nr Rotherham, Grocer Mar 
11 at 11.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

ROBERTSON, JAMES, Crawley, Sussex, Dairy Farmer Mar 
lat 12 Off Rec, 12a, Marlborough pl, Brighton 

Ropson, NORMAN CHARLTON, Newcastle upon Tyne, Fruit 
Merch nt Marllatil Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, New- 
castle upon Tyne 

Snow, JAMES Henry, Warton, Leicester, Farmer 
at 3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

SWINN, JOHN THOMAS, Gainsborough. Second hard Furni- 
ture Dealer Mur 13 at 12 Off Rec, 10, Bank st, 
Lincoln 

THOMAS, THOMAS PHELPS, 
Tabacco Dealer Mar 10 at 
Westminster Bridge rd 

TuckER, ERNEST Fitzroy Harry, Titchfleld, Hants, 
Wetchmaker Mar 18 at 3 Off Rec, Cambridge 
Junction, High st, Portsmouth 

TURNER, EDWIN, Much Marcle, Hereford, 
Mar 8 at 2.15 2, Offa st, Hereford 

VirponD, THOMAS DRANSFIELD, Kendal, Refreshment 
House Keeper Mar 11 at 11.30 Off Rec, 16, Corn- 
wallis st, Barrow in Furness 

WoopDHALL, JonHn THoMas Hereford, Fried Fish Merchant 
Mar 8 at 12.30 2, Offast, Hereford 


Off Rec, 


Mar 10 


Wandsworth, 
York rd, 


Earlsfield, 
11.30 132, 


Blacksmith 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


BORTHWICK, ROBERT FORRESTER, Carlton House, Regent 
et High Court Pet Oct11 Ord Feb 25 

BRAND, THOMAS WILLIAM, Stockton on Tees, Labourer 
Stockton on Tees Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

BUCHANAN, WILLIAM HENRY, Lesear av, Clapham Com- 
mon Wandsworth Pet Jan 23 Ord Feb 25 

CAMM, RoBERT, Wakefield, Horsekeeper Wakefied Pet 
Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

CARRINGTON, BERTRAM, Barking, Essex, Baker 
ford Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

COWLEY, FRANCIS EDWARD, Wroughton, Wilts, Bricklayer 
Swindon Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

CREASEY, TOM, and MARK PICKWELL, New Market, Lin 
coln, Greengrocers Lincoln Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Dixon, WILLIAM Henry, Devizes, Schoolmaster Bath 
Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

ELSTONE, JOR HEPPLESTON, Huddersfield, Teamer 
dersfield Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

FRY, FRANK ARCHIBALD DowNeER, Newport, I of W, Pork 
Butcher Newport and Ryde Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

GARSIDE, GkrorRGE, Bradford, Moulder Bradford Pet 
Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

GINN, ALFRED, Gamlineay, Cambridge, Hay Merchant 
Bedford Pet Feb 26 Ord Fev 26 

GRAY, FRANCIS CHARLES, Hadley Wood, Middlx, 
Barnet Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 26 

HOLT, JOSEPH, Blackpool, Builder 
Ord Feb 25 


Chelms- 


Clerk 


Preston Pet Jan 25 


HUGHES, CHARLES, Pr , Cab Proprie ot | on - 
HARLES, Preston, Cab Proprietor Preston Pet | HEGARTY, THOMAS, Wigan, Innkeeper Wigan Pet Feb 28 


Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

INGAMELLS, FRED, Sibsey, Lincoln, 
Feb 26 Ord Feb 2% 

Laws, ROBERT HENRY, Fincham, Norfolk, Tailor King’s 
Lynn Pet Feb25 Ord Feb v5 

LIPSKI, ELIas, Usborn st, Whitechapel, Draper 
Court Pet Feb 2i O:d Feb 24 


Farmer Boston Pet 


High 


Hud- | 


MACKEY, FREDERICK WILLIAM SINCLAIR, and JOHN 
ARCHIBALD VIcTOR MACKEY, Kidderminster, Farmers 
Kidderminster Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

MARTIN-Davey, W, Liverpool Liverpool 
Ord Feb 26 

MILTON, M W, Balcombe st, Dorset sq High Court Pet 
Jan3 Ord Feb 26 

Monk, ARTHUR, St Leonards on Sea, Monumental Mason 
Hastings Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 26 

PAWSON, WILLIAM ROBERT, Keelby, Lincs, Baker Lin 
coln Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

PavLson, WILLIAM HENRY, Nottingham, 
Nottingham Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 26 

PEARCE, THOMAS, Rugby, Tailor Coventry Pet Feb 24 
Ord Feb 24 

PIER POINT, A W, Victoria mana, South Lambeth rd, Silver- 
smith High Court Pet Dec6 Ord Feb 26 

PRESTON, ARTHUR, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield 
Ord Feb 25 

RAINES, HORACE OWEN, Luton, Traveller Luton Pet Feb 
24 Ord Feb 24 

ROBERTS, MARGARET ELIZABETH, Rhyl, Flint Bangor 
Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

ROBERTSON, JAMES, Crawley, Sus ex, 
Brighton Pet Fe 24 Ord Feb 24 

Ronson, NORMAN CHARLTON, Newcastle upon Tyne, 
Fruit Merchant Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Fib6é 
Ord Feb 26 

SMITH, EDWARD STUART INGRAM. Blackpool, Furniture 
Broker Preston Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

TIMMINS, ALBERT, Masborougb, Yorks, 
Sheffield Pet Feb25 Ord Feb 25 

Tucker, Ernest Fimzroy Harry, Titchfield, Hants, 
Watchmaker Portsmouth Pet Feb22 Ord Feb 22 

WooDALL, JonN THOMAS, Hereford, Fried Fish Merchant 
Hereford Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 


Pet Nov 28 


Fruiterer 


Pet Feb 22 


Fruiterer 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


GouLpny, FRANK, Kirkley, Lowestoft, Fish Merchant 
Great Yarmouth Adjud July 10, 1903 Annul Feb 22> 
1913 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Mar. 4. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 

ALDERSON, JOHN, Barrow in Furness, Lancs, Commission 
Agent Barrow in Furness Pet Feb28 Ord Feb 28 

ALLAN, JOHN, Kendal, Grocer Kendal Pet Feb #7 Ord 
Feb 27 

BEL ON, BERNARD, Bexhill Hastinzs Pet Nov 21 Ord 
Jan 15 


Jan lf 

BULL, GEORGE, Aston, Birmingham, Butcher Birmin ham 
Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb 28 

BUTLER, JOHN, Middlesbrough, Butcher Middlesbrough 
Pet Mari Ord Marl 

COLEMAN, WILFRED WILBERFORCE, 
Northampton, Plumber Northampton 
Ord Feb 28 

COLLEY, JOHN EDWARD, Pensnett, Staffs, Postmaster 
Stourbridge Pet Febil Ord Feb 25 

CREES, OWEN LANE, Weston super Mare Commission 
Agent Bridgwater Pet Feb 27 Ord teb 27, 

DARKIN, WILLIAM, Manchester, French Polisher Man- 
chester Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 

DAVIES, WILLIAM, Carmarthen, Licensed Victualler Car- 
marthen Pet Mari Ord Marl 

Dove, ARTHUR R, Rhayader, Radnor, Grocer 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 28 

FEEHAN, JOHN, Penygraig, Glam, Colliery 
Pontypridd Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 98 

Foster, HARRY, Northallerton, Yorks, Draper Northalier- 
ton Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

FURLER, GEORGE HENRY, Teignmouth, Brewer Exeter 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 ‘ 

GRAHAM, WILLIAM, Bolton, Farmer Keudal Pct Feb 28 
Ord Feb ¥8 

HARRISON, REGINALD, Sudbury, Middlx 
Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 


Wellingborough, 
Pet Feb 28 


Newtown 


Repairer 


St Albans Pet 


Ord Feb 28 


| HEILPF RN, MAURICE, Manchester, Merchant Salford Pet 


Feb 6 Ord Feb vs 

HENDERSON, DAVID, JOHN THOMAS STONES and ERNEST 
OweERrs, Blythe rd, Kensington, Coachbuilders High 
Court Pet FebS Ord Feb v8 


HERBERT, WALTER CHARLES, and HARRY GARNER, Bar. 
well, Leicester Boot Manufacturers Leicester Pet 
Mari Ord Marl 

Hewitt, CHARLES, Canterbury, Carter Canterbury Pet 
Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

HUNDLEY, HARRY JAMES, Worcester, Coal Merchant 
Worcester Pet Mar 1 Ord Mari 


| JENKINSON, EDWARD CASE, and ALFRED ERNEST JENKIN- 


| Levy, Jacos, West Bricgford, Notts 


Dairy Farmer 


son, Tunbridge Wells, Tailors Tunbridge Wells Pet 
Jan 31 Ord Feb 27 

JouNsoN, HARRY, Chesterton, Staffs, Builder 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

JONES, WILLIAM SyDNEY, Criccieth, Carnarvon, Grocer 
Portmadoc Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

KIRK, JAMES, Weedon, Northampton, Hotel Proprietor 
Noithampton Pet Febli Ord Marl 

LEFCOVITCH, ISAAC. Jenner rd, Stoke Newington, Walking 
Stick Maker High Covrt Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

Notiingham Pet 


Hanley 


Nov 30 Ord Feb 26 
MACCHIAYVELLO, NICOLA, Penarth, Outfitter Cardiff Pet 
Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 
MANN, WALTER, Leeds Leeds Pet Mari Ord Mart 
MAYNARD, AUBREY SMITH, Romsey, Southampton, Coach 
Builder Southampton Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 
MICKLETHWAIT, WILLIAM Henry, Harrogate, Electrician 
York Pet Feb26 Ord Feb 26 


| MITCHELL, JOHN EDWARD, Bradford, Electrical Engineer's 
27 


Clerk Bradford Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 

PARK, THOMAS, Richmond, Yorks, Farmer Northallerton 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

PARKER, JOSEPH EDWARD. Much Wenlock, Salop, Grocer 
Wrexham Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

PERCIVAL, PETER, Bolton, Insurance Canvasser Bolton 
Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 

Perry, Henry GeorcE, Ebbw Vale, Baker Tredegar 
Pet Fed25 Ord Feb 25 

SmiTH, JOHN JAMES, Great Yarmouth, Outfitter Great 
Yarmouth Pet Mari Ord Mar 1 

SMITH, LIONEL PERCIVAL, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Plumber 
Tredegar Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 14 

SPEED, THOMAS, Oldham, Car Cleaner Oldham Pet Feb27 
Ord Feb 27 

STANLEY, JOHN, Nottingham, Paper Merchant Notting- 
ham Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 

STAPLEY, JAMES, Southborough, Kent, Grocer Tunbridge 
Wells Pet Feb28 Ord Feb 28 

STEPHENSON, WILLIAM THOMAS, Newark upon Trent, 
Professional Golf Player Nottingham Pet Feb 28 
Ord Feb 28 

SuTTon, ROBERT, Henrietta st, Covent Garden, Publisher 
High Court Pet Febi4 Ord Feb 14 

TAYLOR, JOHN VINCENT, Englefield Green, nr Egham, 
Surrey Kingston, Surrey Pet Jan 24 Ord Feb 27 

TEMPLE - BARROW, COURTENAY WILLIAM, Deudraeth 
Castle, Penrhyndeudraeth Portmadoc (Pet Jan 3 
Ord Feb 28 

THOMAS, WILLIAM HERBERT, Wolverhampton, Wholesale 
Fish Merchant Wolverhampton Pet Feb 27 Ord 
Feb 27 

TICKNER, GEORGE, Bouverie st, Secretary High Court 
Pet Jan 29 Ord Feb 27 

WALLACE, CLAUDE, Dover st High Court Pet Feb 27 
rd Feb 27 

WERCK, ALFRED, Fitzroy st, Fitzroy sq, Artist in Stained 
Glass High Court Pet Mar 1 Ord Marl 

WILsoN, CHARLES HERBERT CAMPBELL, Victoria st High 
Court Pet Jan 28 Ord Feb 27 

WORSFOLD, WILLIAM JOHN, Cheltenham, Baker Chelten- 
ham Pet Feb28 Ord Feb 28 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ASTON, ALFRED, Bristol, Meat Purveyor Mar 12 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

BERLYN, FELIX SmmoN, Manchester, Tobacconist Mar 13 
at 3 Off kec, Byrom st, Manchester 

BULL, GEORGE, Aston, Birmingham, Butcher Mar 12 at 
12 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

CAMM, ROBERT, Wakefield, Horsekeeper Mar 12at11 Off 
Ree, 21, King st, Wakefield 

DAWSON, JOHN HERBERT, Longsight, Manchester, Salesman 
Mar 12 at 3 Uff Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Dixon, WILLIAM Henry, Devizes, Wilts, Schoolmaster 
Mar 12 at 12.15 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

ELSTONE, Jok HEPPLESTON, Huddersfield, Teamer Mar 12 
at 2.45 Law Society's Room, Imperial arcade, New 
st Huddersfield 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


24, 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTABLISHED in 1890. 


MoOooORGATE STrTRAaT, LOnNDpDowm, 


LICENSES INSURANCE. 
SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICHNSING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 


Suitable 
application. 


Clauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent on 


POOLING INSURANCE. 
The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURGLARY, WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 


a perfected Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 





To 
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March 8, 1913. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. _ [Vol. 57.] 349 _ 








—_ 


LAW FIRE 


INSURANCE SOCIETY LIMITED, 


No. 114, Chancery Lane, London, W.C. 





BON DS —The Directors desire to specially draw the attention of the Legal Profession to the fact that the Fidelity 


Fire. 
Domestic Servants. 


Personal Accident and Disease. 
Property Owners’ Indemnity. 


Burglary. Fidelity Guarantee. 





DIRECTORS— 


Third Party. 


Guarantee Bonds of this Society are accepted by His Majesty’s Government and in the High Court of Justice. 


Workmen's Compensation, including 
Plate Glass. 


CHARLES PLUMPTRE JOHNSON, Esq. J.P., Chairman (formerly of Johnson, Raymond-Parker & Co., Lincoln's Inn). 


ROMER 


GEORGE FRANCIS BERNEY, Esq. (Corsellis & Berney), Lincoln’s Inn Fielda, 

H. D. BEWES, Esq. (Bewes & Dickinson), Stonehouse, Plymouth. 

L. C. CHOLMELEY, Eeq. (Frere, Cholmeley & Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

UND FRANCIS BLAKE CHURCH, Esq. (Church, Adams & Prior), Bedford Row, 
Fladgate Craig's Court, Charing Cross. 

eq. (Farrer & Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

D, Esq. (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne’s Gate, 


EDM 
F. E. E. FAREBROTHER, - ( 
HENRY LEFEVRE FARRER, 

8. FREELAN 


& Co.), 


Esq. (Lawrence, Graham & Co,), Lincoln's Inn, 
. (Hallowes & Carter), Bedford Row. 


WEs 


. Esq. (Gwynne James & Son), Hereford. 
Hea” iton & Lee), The Sanctuary, Westminster, 


HARRY W. LEE, Eso. 
DILLON R. L. LOW. 
FREDERICK STUART MORGAN, Esq. ( 


SECRETARY—H. T. OWEN LEGGATT, 


. (Budd, Brodie, & Hart), Bedford Row. 
re gay E. Carleton Holmes, Fell& Wade), Bedford Row. 


Lowe & Co,), Temple Gardens. 
ton & Morgan), Somesset Street. 


Westminster. 








8, Esq., D.L., J.P. Vice-Chairman (Williams & James), Norfolk House, Thames Embankment. 
Sir RICHARD NICHOLSON (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne's Gate, 


WILLIAM NOCTON, Esq., D.L., J.P. (Nocton & Sons), Great Mariborough Street. 
RONALD PEAKE, Feq. (Peake, Bird, Collins & Co.), Bedford Row. 

JOHN DOUGLAS PEEL, Fsq. (Morrell, fon & Peel), Oxford. 

THOMAS RAWLE. Esq. (Rawle, Johnstone & Co.), Bedford Row. 

J. E. W. RIDER, Esq. (Rider, Heaton & Co.), Lincoln’s Inn. A 

GEORGE L. STEWART, Esq. (Lee & Pembertons), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

The Right Hon. LORD STRATHEDEN AND CAMPBELL, Bruton Street, 

J. PERCEVAL TATHAM, Esq. (Tatham & Procter), Lincoln’s Inn Fields. 

R, W. TWEEDIE, Esq. (A. F. & BR. W. Tweedie), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

W. MELMOTH WALTERS, Esq. (Walters & Co.), Lincoln's Inn. 

Sir HENRY ARTHUR WHITE, C.V.O. (A. & H. White), Great Marlborough Street 
E. H. WHITEHEAD, Esq. (Burch, Whitehead & Davidsons), Spring Gardens. 


E. TREVOR LL. WILLIAMS, Esq., J.P., Clock House, Byfleet, Surrey, 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY—ARTHUR E. C. WHITE. 
and exceptional experience of the requirements of, the Legal Profession, INVITES 


consequent on its close connection with 
t WHOM IT 1S ABLE TO OFFER SPECIAL FACILITIES for the transaction of Insurance 


This Society, 
APPLICATIONS FOR AGENCIES FROM SOLICIIORS, TO 
It enjoys the highest reputation for prompt 


business on the most favourable terms. 


Forms and full information may be had at the Society’s Office, 


The business of the 


ofiered o the Pelicy Holders is unsurpassed by any of the leading Insurance Companies 


and liberal settlement of claims. 
Society is confined to the United Kingdom, and the security 


Prospectuses and Proposal 








eS 


FAULKES, ERNEST HARRY LEOPOLD, Birmingham, Grocer 
Mar 12 at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, 
Birmingham ¢ 

FREEHAN, JOHN, Penygraig, Glam, Colliery Repairer Mar 
13 at 11.15 Off Rec, St Catherine’s chmbrs, st 
Catherine st, Pontypridd 

Fey, FRANK ARUHIBALD DOWNER, Newport, Isle of 
Wight, Pork Butcher Mar i3at 11 Off Rec, 98, High 
st, Newport, Isle of Wight 

FURLER, GEORGE HENRY, Teignmouth, Brewer Mar 13 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

HENDERSON, DAVID, JOHN THOMAS STONES, and ERNEST 
Owers Blythe rd, Kensington. Coachbuilders Mar 1z 
at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

HERBERT, WALTER CHARLES, and HARRY GARNER, Bar- 
well, Leicester Boot Manufacturers Mar 19 at 3 
Of Rec, 1. Berridge st, Leicester 

Hout, JosepH, Blackpool, Builder Mar 12 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, 18, Winckley st, Preston 

HuGHES, CHARLES, Preston, Cab Proprietor Mar 12 at 11 
Off Rec, 18, Winckley st, Preston 

JOHNSON, HARRY, Chesterton, Staffs, Builder Mar 12 at 
11,30 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffordshire 

Jongs, EVAN, Brynmawr, Brecknockshire, Draper Mar 12 
atll Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

JOSEPH, SAMUEL BARNETT, Bedminster, Pawnbroker 
Mar 12 at 12.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

LevoovitcH, Isaac, Jenner rd, Stoke Newington, Walking 
_— Maker Mar 12 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 

‘arey st 

MAYNARD, AUBREY SMITH, Romsey, Southampton, Coach 
Builder Mar 12 at {11.30 Otf Rec, Midland Bank 
chmbrs, High st, Southampton 

MICKLETHWAIT, WILLIAM HENRY, Harrogate, Electrician 
= at 3 Off Rec,,The Red House, Luncombe pl, 

or! 

MILLETT, WILLIAM E, Bath Mar 12 at 11.45 Off Rec, 
Baldwin st, Bristol 

ELL, JOHN EDWARD, Bradford, Engineer's Clerk 
Mar 12 at 11 Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

MOTTERSHEAD, GEORGE ROBERT, Buxton, Derby, Boot 
Manufacturer Mar 12 at 11 Off hec, 6, Vernon st, 

port 

Paton, GEORGE LECHMERE, St James st Mar13 at 1 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Patrick, JOHN, Birch Vale, Derby, Farmer 

1.30 Off Rec, 6, Vernon st, Stockport 

PERCIVAL, PETER, Bolton, Insurance Canvasser Mar 13 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

PaRRY, HENRY GEORGE, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Baker Mar 12 
at 10.30 Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

Ralnes, HORACE OWEN, Luton, Traveller Mar 13 at 12 

Rec, The Parade, Northampton 

KRAD, HERBERT, Christian Malford, Wilts, Farmer Mar 
12at 12 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

ROBERTS,§ MARGARET ELIZABETH, Rhyl, Flint Mar 13 at 
12.30 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 


Mar 12 at 





SMITH, EDWARD STUART INGRAM, Blackpool, Furniture 
Broker Mar 12 at 12 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, 
Preston 

SMITH, LIONEL PERCIVAL, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Plumber Mar 
12 at 12 Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

SMITH, WILLIAM, Abingdon, Berks, Coal Merchant Mar 
12at 12.30 1, St Aldates, Oxford 

SPEED, THOMAS, Uldham, Car Cieaner Mar 14 at 11.3) 
Off Rec, Greaves st, Oldham 

STAPLEY, JAMES, Southborough, Kent, Grocer Mar 12 at 
12 124, Marlborongh pl, Brighton 

SvuTTon, ROBERT, Henrietta st, Covet Garden, Publisher 
Mar 13at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

TAYLOR, JOHN VINCENT, Egham, Surrey Mar 12 at 11 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

THOMAS, WILLIAM HERBERT, Wolverhampton, Wholesale 
Fish Merchant Mar 12 at12 Off Rec, 30, Litchfield st, 
Wolverhampton 

TICKNER, GEORGE, Bouverie st, Secretary 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

TIMMINS, ALBERT, Masborough, Yorks, Fruiterer Mar 12 
at11.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

WALLACE, CLAUDE, Dover st Mar 13 at 12 
bldgs, Carey st 

WERCK, ALFRED, Fitzroy st, Fitzroy sq, Artist in Stained 
Glass Mar 12at 11.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

WHITMORE, THOMAS JAMES, Coventry, Baker Mar 12 at 
11 Off Rec, 8, High st, Coventry 

WILSON, CHARLES HERBERT CAMPBELL, Victoria st Mar 
13 at 11.30 Bankrupicy bidgs, Carey st 


Mar 12 at 1 


Bankruptcy 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ALDERSON, JOHN, Barrow in Furness, Commirsion Agent 
Barrow in Furness Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 28 

ALLAN, JOHN, Kendal, Grocer Kendal Pet Feb 27 Ord 
‘eb 27 


ep Zi 

BARRASFORD, MAUD, Brighton Brighton Pet Jan 28 
Ord Feb 27 

BARREIT, CHARLES ALFRED, Nether st, North Finchley, 
Joinery Manufacturer Barnet Pet Jans Ord Feb 27 

Bass, HORACE Ryorort, Albemarle st, Ladies’ Tailor 
High Court Pet Feb1l Ord Feb 28 

BERLYN, FELIX SIMON, Manchester, Tobacconist Man- 
chester Pet Feb 18 rd Feb 28 

BULL, GEORGE, Aston. Birmingham, Butcher Birmingham 
Pet Feb6 Ord Marl 

BUTLER, JOHN, Middlesbrough, Butcher Middlesbrough 
Pet Marl Ord Mar 1 

COLEMAN, WILFRED WILBERFORCE, 
Northampton, Plumber Northampton 
Ord Feb 25 

CREES, OWEN LANE, Weston super Mare, Commission 
Agent Bridgwater Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 

DARKIN, WILLIAM, Manchester, Freach Polisher Man- 
chester Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

DAVIES, WILLIAM, Carmarthen, Licensed Victualler 
Carmarthen Pet Marl Ord Mari 


WellingborouGh, 
Pet Feb 28 





DURRANT, FRANCIS WILLIAM HENRY, Carey st, Solicito 
High Court Pet Dec 30 Ord Feb 28 

FAULKES, ERNEST HARRY LEOPOLD, Birmingham, Grocer 
Birmingham Pet Feb 24 Ord Mar 1 

FREHAN, JOHN, Penygraig, Giam, Colliery Repairer Ponty - 
pridd Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

ForD, ALLAN DouGLas, Hanover sq High Court Pet Jan 
9 Ord Feb 28 

Foster, Harry, Northallerton, Yorks, Draper North- 
allerton Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

FURLER, GEORGE HENRY, Teignmouth, Brewer Exeter 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

GRAHAM, WILLIAM, Bolton, Westmorland, Farmer Kendal 
Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

HARRISON, REGINALD, Southampton st, Strand St Albans 
Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

HEGARTY, THOMAS, Wigan, Iunkeeper Wigan Pet Feb 28 
Ord Feb B 

HERBERT, WALTER CHARLES, and HARRY GARNER, Bar- 
well, Leicester, Boot Manufacturers Leicester Pet 
Mar 1 Ord Marl 

HEWITT, CHARLES, Canterbury, Carter Canterbury Pet 
Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

HUNDLEY, Harry JAMES, Worcester, Coal Merchant 
Worcester Pet Marl Ord Marl 

IRVING, WILLIAM BELL, Albert Hall mans High Court 
Pet Dec 21 Ord Mar 1 

JOHNSON, HARRY, Chesterton, Staffs, Builder 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

JONES, EVAN, Brynmawr, Brecknock, Draper 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 27 

JONES, WILLIAM sYDNEY, Criccieth, Carnarvon, Grocer 
Portmadoc Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

JOSEPH, SAMUEL BARNETT, Bedminster, Bristol, Pawn- 
broker Bristol Pet Feb26 Ord Marl 

KIRK, JAMES, Weedon, Northampton, Hotel Proprietor 
Northampton Pet Feb1l Ord Merl 

LEFOOVITCH, ISAAC. Jenner rd, 8toke Newington, Walking 
stick Maker High Court Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 28 

MACCHIAVELLO, NICOLA, Penarth, Uutfitter Cardiff Pet 
Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

MACPHAIL, ALEXANDER JOHN, New Broad st High Court 
Pet Dec 17 Ord Feb 27 

MANN, WALTER, Leeds, Restaurant Proprietor Leeds 
Pet Mar 1 Ord Marl 

MAYNARD, AUBBEY SMITH, Romsey, Southampton, Coach 
Builder Southampton Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

MEYE, RICHARD WILLIAM JULIUS, Myddleton eq, Clerken- 
well, Company Director High Court PetJan9 Ord 
lub 27 


Hanley 


Tredegar 


MICKLETHWAIT, WLLIAM HENRY, Harrogate, Electrician 
York Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 
MITCHELL, JOHN EDWARD, Bradford, Electrical En- 
gineers’ Clerk Bradford Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 
MOTTERSHEAD, GEORGE ROBERT, Buxton, Boot | Manu- 

facturer Stockport Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 28 
PARK, THOMAS, Richmond, York, Farmer Northallerton 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 
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PARKER, HAROLD BeEMROsE, Princés st, Hanover sq, 
High Court Pet Nov 16 Ord Feb 28 

PARKER, JoskPH EDWARD, Much Wenlock, Salop, Grocer 
Wrexham Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

PARKER, WILLIAM HAROLD, and ALBERT THOMAS HARRIS, 
Crooked In, Builders High Court Pet Jan 17 Ord 
Feb 27 

PERCIVAL, PETER, Bolton, Insurance Canvaseer 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 


Bolton 
, Mon, Baker Tredegar 
25 Ord Feb 25 

Situ, JOHN JAMES. Great 
Yarmouth Pet Marl Ord Marl 

Suirn, LIONEL PeucivaAL, Ebbw Vale, 
lredegar Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 

Sreep, THOMAS, Oldham, Car Cleaner 
Ord Feb 27 

STANLEY, JoHN, Nottingham, 
ham Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 

STAPLEY, JAMES, Southborouvh, Kent, Grocer 
Wells Pet Feb2s8 Ord Feb ws 

STEPHENSON, WILLIAM THOMAS 
Professional Golf Player Nottingham 
Ord Feb 2s 

PHOMAS, WILLIAM HERBERT, Wolverhampton, Wholes+le 
Fish Merchant Wolverhampton Pet Feb 27 Ord 
Feb 27 

Wenner, Grorce HENRY 
15 Ord Feb »7 

WERCK, ALFRED, Fitzroy st, Fitzroy sq, Artist.in Stained 
Glass High Court Pet Mar 1 Ord Mar 1 

WHITTINGHAM. WILLIAM, St Annes on the Sea, 
Solicitor Preston Pet Feb 3 Ord Mari! 

WorsFOLD, WILLIAM JoHN, Cheltenham, Baker 
ham Pet Feb28 Ord Feb 28 

ZOLAS, ALEXANDER PAUL, Saint George's rd, Westminster 
High Court PetJan 16 Ord Feb 28 


Yarmouth, Outfitter Great 


Mon, Plumber 
Oldham Pet Feb 27 
Paper Merchant Notting- 
Tunbridge 


Newark upon Trent, 
Pet Feb 2s 


Coventry Coventry Pet Jan 


Lancs, 


Chelten- 


Amended Notice substituted for that pub ished in the 

Londun Gazette of Feb 2s: 

BERTRAM ORIEL, 
Pet Feb 24 


CARRINGTON, Baker 


Chelmsford 


Barking, 
Ord Feb 24 


Essex, 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


NEALRF, RICHARD EDWARD, Rustington, Sussex, Boot Make: 
Brighton Adjud Novi4 Annul Feb 24 


LONDON GUARANTEE AND 
ACCIDENT COMPANY, LIMITED. 


Established 1859. 

The Company's Bonds are Accepted by the High Court 
as SECURITY for RECEIVERS, LIQUIDATORS and 
ADMINISTRATORS, for COSTS in Actions where security 
is ordered to be given, by the Board of Trade for 
OFFICIALS under the Bankruptcy Acts, and by the 
Scotch Courts, &c., &c. 


Claims Paid Exceed - £2,759,009. 


Fidelity Guarantees, Accident and Sickness 
Workmen’s Compensation and Third Party, 
Fire and Loss of Profits, 

Burglary, Lift, Plate Glass and Motor Car 
Insurances, 

Heap Orrick —42-45, New Broad Street, E.C. 
West End Office: 61, 8t. James's Street, 5.W. 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 
INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 

10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 

ESTABLISHED 1835, CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 

LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on Loans may be Capitalized. 
Cc. H. CLAYTON, ) Joint 
¥F. H. CLAYTON, f Secretaries. 


REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, LTD. 
ESTABLISHED 18283, 


Empowered by Special Acts of Parliament, 
Reversions, Life Interests, and Policies bought. Advances 
on Reversions and Life Interests, either at annual interest 
or by way of deferred charge. Options for repurchase 
allowed. Law Coste on Loans regulated by Scale. 

Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £764,825. 


30 Coleman St., London, E.C. 
FIRE RISK. 














THE PRinctrpAL INSURANCE 
COMPANIES WILL NOW ARRANGE TO 
THEIR CLIENTS THE FULL AMOUNT OF 
ToTAL Loss INCURRED BY FIRE, AS SHOWN 
BY OUR VALUATIONS. 


INVENTORIES OF ART COLLECTIONS, 
FURNITURE, AND OTHER VALUABLES, 
SECURING PROTECTION TO OWNERS, ARE 


PREPARED IN ALL PARTS OF THE KINGDOM. 


tos FRANK & RUTLEY, 
20, HANOVER Square, W. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


March 8, 1913. 
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PRUDENTIAL ASSURANCE COMPANY, Lto. 


Chief Office—HOLBORN BARS, LONDON, 





Invested Funds exceed £84,000, 000. 


Summary of the Report presented at the Sixty-fourth 
Annual Meeting, held on 6th March, 1913. 


ORDINARY BRANCH.—The number of 
policies issued during the year was 59,854, 
assuring the sum of £5,586,153 and producing a 
new annual premium income of £346,592. The 
premiums ieceived during the year were 
£4,826,993, being an increase of £14,725 over the 
year 1911. In addition, £5,893 was received in 
premiums under the new Sickness Insurance 
fables issued during the year. The claims of 
the year amounted to £3,626,469. The number 
of deaths was 8,872. The number of endowment 
assurances matured was 21,981, the premium 
income of which was £125,991. 

The number of policies in force at the end of 
the year was 901,838. 

INDUSTRIAL BRANCH.—The premiums 
received during the year were £7,792,562, being 
an increase of £161,154. The claims of the year 
amounted to £3,070,271, including £324,797 
bonus additions. The number of claims and 
surrenders, including 5,282 endowment assur- 
ances matured, was 382,734. ‘the number of 
free policies granted during the year to those 
policyholders of five years’ standing and 
upwards, who desired to discontinue their pay- 
ments, was 155,582, the number in force being 
1,809,171. The number of free policies which 
became claims during the year was 52,296. 

The total number of policies in force in this 
branch at the end of the year was 19,140,743 ; 
their average duration exceeds twelve and a 
half years. 

The assets of the Company, in both branches, 
as shewn in the balance sheet, after deducting the 
amount written off securities, are £84,571,932 
being an increase of £3,332,250 over those of 1911. 

In the Ordinary Branch a reversionary bonus 
at the rate of £1 16s. per cent. on the original 
sums assured has again been added toall classes 
of participating policies issued since the year 1876 

in the Industrial Branch a bonus addition will 
be made to the sums assured on all policies of 
over five years’ duration which become claims 
either by death or maturity of endowment from 
the 7th of March, 1913, to the 5th of March, 1914, 
both dates inclusive, as follows :— 

BONUS ADDITION 


RE s P a 
PREMIUMS PAID FOR To SUMS ASSURED. 








5 years and less than 10 years 
— -« ~ ~ 
i) ‘ . , ” 20 
0 ae ae ae 
25 30 
30 ; 7 : 40 
me « . »s Belt ae 
5U » » » OC , | £0 
60 and upwards. | £69 m 
The rate of bonus declared for last year has 
thus been maintained, and in the case of 
policies on which 25 and less than 30 years’ 


£5 per cent. 
£10 


” ” 


£15 


' £25 
£30 


sv 
premiums have been paid, and those on which 
premiums for 60 years and upwards have been 
paid, an increased bonus of £5 per cent. and £10 
per cent. a will be distributed. 

The Company took a leading part in forming 
Approved under the National 
Insurance Act, 1911—Six Societies were 
founded, viz.: for Men, Women, Domestic 
Servants, Laundresses, Miners, and Agricultural 
aud Rural Workers. 

These Pradential Approved Societies have 
received a large acces-ion of memlers, and as 
they will be administered in connection with 
the Prudential Assurance Company, the 
regard their future growth and 
welfare with every confidence. 


Societies 


Messrs. Deloitce, Plender, Griffiths & Co. have examined 
the securities, and their certificate is appended to the 
balance sheets. 

THOS. C. DEWEY, Chairman. 

W. J. LANCASTER, . ‘ 

W. EDGAR HORNE, } Directors. 
D. W. STABLE, | Joint A. C. THOMPSON, 
J. SMART, J Secretaries. General Manager, 

The full Report and Balance Sheet can be obtained 

upon application. 








ROYAL WATERLOO HOSPITAL 
CHILDREN AND WOMEN. 


Waterloo Road, S.E. (Founded 1816.) 
Patrons :—Their Majesties The KING and QUEEN 


1912 Expenditure - - «= &17137 
Total Assured Income - ~- 1,1 
Help this good work, which has been carried on for 
Mearly 100 years. 
We urgently request help from New Subscribers, 
ARTHUR H. H. FRANKLYN, Secretary, 


ST. JOHN’S HOSPITAL 
FOR DISEASES OF THE SKIN (Incorporated), 


49, LEICESTER SQUARE, W.C., 
and 262, UXBRIDGE ROAD, W: 











Patroness : HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN. 
President: THE EARL OF CHESTERFIELD, G.C.¥.0, 
Treasurer: GUY PYM, Esq. 


Number of patients weekly, 800. 
This Hospital has no Endowment, 
Help is earnestly appealed for to 

carry on the work, 


A Donation of £10 10s. constitutes Life Governorship, 
Secretary-Superintendent, GEO. A. ARNAUDIN. 


INFANT ORPHAN ASYLUM, WANSTEAD, 


This Institution, as its name implies, is for the recep. 
tion of infant Children, the orphans of persons once 
in prosperity. They are admitted at the very earliest 
age up to seven, and are clothed, maintained, and 
educated until 15 years old. The next Election will 
take place in May. Apply tothe Secretary for forms of 
nomination without delay, as the list will close on the 
27th instant. New Annual Subscriptions are 
urgently needed, 

JOHN HILL, Treasurer. 
Comme. HARRY C. MARTIN, R.N., Secretary and Supt. 
Offices ; 63, Ludgate Hill, E.C, 








AW.—GREAT SAVING.—For prompt 
_ payment 26 per cent. will be taken off the following 
writing charges :— a 
8, 


Abstracts Copied 
Briefs and Drafts 


g per sheet, 
Deeds Round Hand .. 0 
- 2 
0 


8 
3 per 20 folios, 
2 per folio. 
0 per shest, 
2 per folio, 


Deeds Abstracted 
Full Copies ove ove ons 
PAPER.—Foolscap, 1d. per sheet Draft, $d, ditto 
Parchment, ls. 6d, to 3a. 6d. per sin. 
KERR & LANHAM, 16, Farnival-street, Holborn, £.0 





Telephone: 602 Holborn. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


FOUNDED IN THE REIGN OF WILLIAM & Mary, 1689 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS, 


DRESS SUITS (Special Materials), 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS, 
LEVEB SUITS IN CLOTH & VELVET. 


Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 
CORPORATION & UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908 





BY AUTHORITY, 


Every requisite under the Above Act supplied on the 
shortest notice, 
The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use 
SHARE CERTIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and 
printed. OFFICIAL SEALS designed and executed 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Ageuts, & 
2, SERJEANTS’ INN, FLEET SsIREET, 
LONDON, E.C. 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed, 
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